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A HISTORY OF THE GIFTED EDUCATION MOVEMENT 
IN OKLAHOMA FROM 1969-1983
CHAPTER I 
Introduction
Although th e  knowledge of th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  and what could be done for 
them  has increased over th e  years, it  has not been w ithout consideration, 
frustra tion  and conflic t. E ducators, legislators, and parents have long puzzled over 
the problem of educating g ifted  students in a public education program  geared 
prim arily  to  a philosophy o f egalitarianism .*  The task of nurturing th e  g ifted  is 
complex. What once appeared to be the responsibility of the educato r has now 
become a concern for many. This responsibility is m anifesting itse lf in more 
delibera te  paren ta l involvem ent, both personally and publicly; in legislation th a t is 
being widely enac ted  in the U nited S ta tes; and in the e ffo rts  of national, regional, 
and local groups who champion and even provide opportunities for the  g ifted .
Serious in itia to ry  and supportive e ffo rts  of federal and s ta te  legislation and
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funding becom e noticeable in the  1970's. As early  as 1976 Oklahoma Senator 
Jam es Howell had a ttem p ted  to  introduce legislation designed to  assure th a t 
students w ith special ab ilities w ere not overlooked.
In th e  s ta te  of Oklahoma th e  legislature has been very ac tive  in outlining 
educational policy. Policy decisions regarding special program s are  no longer made 
by educato rs alone. These decisions a re  being made by individuals and groups who 
are deeply involved in the po litica l processes of a s ta te . Form ally, th e  leg islatures 
and courts have the ir constitu tionally  given responsibilities; inform ally, in te re st 
groups, political parties, com m unication media and o thers ex ert pressures from
inside and outside the form al system s in Oklahoma. The steady growth and 
im portance of leg islative m andates for education  in Oklahoma is not only well 
docum ented, but is indicative of concern for the expansive list of m andated 
curriculum s and special program s by legislative au thority .^  The myth of separation 
o f politics and education is being o b lite ra ted  in s ta te  a f te r  s ta te  as legislators deal 
w ith in te re s t groups and com plex educational issues. The g ifted  and ta len ted  
m ovem ent in Oklahoma presen ted  an excellen t exam ple of a  special program  which 
involved many p artic ipan ts . There was, indeed paren tal, leg islative, and educa­
tional involvem ent on the  local, regional, and national levels.
The g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent in Oklahoma would benefit from a  myriad 
o f fac to rs  in the  la te  seven ties—a growing oil economy, an increased population, 
and a s ta te  aw areness of the  im portance of g ifted  education as a  national priority. 
This study will focus on these many elements th a t  helped fuse programs for g ifted 
studen ts.
Background Inform ation 
A Brief H istorical Perspective in the U nited S tates
H istorically , the serious inception of th e  g ifted  m ovem ent in the United 
S ta tes began w ith the e ffo rts  of Term an in the  early  years of th is century . For 
many years, study of th e  g ifted  was dom inated  by Term an's work, particularly  the 
basic concepts of g iftedness derived from  m easures he had developed.^ The origins 
o f the  g ifted  child m ovem ent in A m erica also seem rooted  in th e  la te  n ineteenth 
and early  tw en tie th  cen tu ry  work of psychologists G ranville Stanley Hall, John 
Dewey, and M. M. C a tte ll. Their o rien ta tion  was tow ard the individual. Each 
person was, to  them , a  unique mind and soul, worthy and precious, and capable of 
positive developm ent. C arl Rogers, Lega Hollingsworth, and E. Paul Torrance are
exam ples of more recen t influences stem m ing from  those earlie r hum anistic 
roots.^
The next step  was the m easure o f individual d ifferences. This led to  a union 
betw een m athem atics and psychology. F rederick Kuhlmann, Edward and Robert 
Thorndike, 3. P. Guilford, Cyril Burt, and A lfred Binet w ere pioneers in the  ability 
to  m easure every kind of human capac ity .^  M easurem ent, in turn, led to  the  
exploration of developm ent, or the  unfolding of ab ilities . 3ean P iaget and Erik 
Erikson can be taken as early leaders w ith a view o f developm ent as a unity m ade 
up of a ffec tive , cognitive, and psychom otor domains.
A fundam ental lesson from  history of the  g ifted  child m ovem ent points out
th a t the a ttitudes o f society tow ard the  g ifted  and ta len ted  child, adolescent, and
adult definitely  a ffec t the form  and quality  of special educational provisions. An 
additional lesson from history is th a t education does not homogenize pupils.^ 
R ather, education increases individual d ifferences. The record of the past, too, 
shows th a t  the sam e education for all is not the appropriate education for all. That 
becom es more and more evident a s  pupils progress upward through the grades.
The history of g ifted  education in the  U nited S ta tes has many valleys and
very few peaks. The peaks rep resen t the  sparse number of tim es the g ifted  student
has received special a tten tio n  in public instruction  and the  valleys depict the  long 
periods in which th e  g ifted  have been out of focus to  educators, legislators, and to  
a policy of national com m itm ent.
In 1957, the Russians successfully launched Sputnik, which Bish re fe rs  to  as a
1S4 pound ball in space th a t "caught th e  a tten tio n  of more Am ericans than the  
b last of the  H-Bomb."^ Sputnik tem porarily  ja rred  A m erica out of com placency 
and changed the d irection  tem porarily  of education . C ritics o f public education
said th a t  insufficient a tten tion  had been given to  upgrading the scholarship of the 
ab lest studen t.
This dissatisfaction found focus in the  call for curriculum  reform s. The 
governm ent's response to  Sputnik was th e  passage of the  National D efense A ct of 
1957; a massive aid to  the education program  originally designed to  help the 
schools im prove instruction  in chem istry , physics, m athem atics, biology, and 
econom ics for the m ost academ ically able students.
During th e  1960's, as A m ericans m atched and la te r exceeded the  Soviets in 
quality  o f space exploration, the national panic about the  caliber of our best
9
schools ebbed. O ther concerns, m ost notably, civil rights, moved into th e  educa­
tional spotlight. Am erican educational p rio rities  shifted from the  m ost able
I n
students to  th e  least fo rtunate , and in te re s t in educating the gifted  waned. 
Gifted programs vanished, and the number of art ic les  on the subject in educational 
journals dropped sharply .^ '
It was not until 1969, 12 years a f te r  Sputnik, th a t the gifted  again cam e 
under federal scrutiny. In th a t year. Congress m andated a study of g ifted  
education  called the Marland R eport, which produced a startling  and disturbing 
p o rtra it o f neglect. This landm ark docum ent revealed th a t:
1. The schools were adequately  serving few er than 4 percen t of th e  2.5 
million g ifted  and ta ien ted  population.
2. Only 10 s ta te s  had fu ll-tim e d irec to rs  o f g ifted  education, despite a high 
correlation  betw een fu ll-tim e e ffo rt a t  the  s ta te  level and excellen t in 
programming.
3. Only 10 un iversities had g raduate  level program s specializing in g ifted 
education.
4. F ifty-seven percen t of school adm in istra tors were unaware of any 
speciai needs of the  g ifted  and ta len ted  population.
5. A high percen tage of dropouts w ere actua lly  g ifted  children who le ft 
school because of boredom with a lockstep system  geared to  the average 
child.
The report concluded its  analysis by asserting  th a t gifted and ta len ted  
children reached th e ir po ten tia l not because of our schools, but in sp ite  of them . 
The education  com m unity responded to  the  M arland Report w ith shock and dismay. 
In line w ith many o f th e  R eport's recom m endations, the  federal governm ent 
estab lished , in early  1972, the  O ffice for the  G ifted  and Talented (OCT) w ithin the 
U nited S ta te s  O ffice of Education.
In 1982, ten years a f te r  the  Marland R eport, an O ffice for Civil Rights survey 
of school d is tric ts  indicates th a t schools a re  serving approxim ately 35 percen t of 
the  g ifted  population. In addition , 40 s ta te s  have fu ll-tim e directors of g ifted  
education .
The number of universities with g raduate  level programs specifically  in g ifted 
education  has expanded to approxim ately  26. Perhaps most im portan t, many
educators ,  parents, and legislators are  now aw are of the special needs of gifted 
children.
Indeed, g ifted  education is on much firm er g round .'^  Noted researcher in 
g ifted  education  John Cowan se lec ted  12 sign ifican t research  m ilestones in
a ttem p tin g  to  explain the grow th and accep tan ce  of gifted programs:
"1. The fac to r analy tic  advance of th e  s truc tu re  of in te llec t and its
identification  and curricu lum -in terven tion  corre la tes.
2. The Terman and Oden m idlife follow -up study of the ir g ifted  group th a t 
provided, among o ther inform ation, evidence of the increase of m ental 
age through age 50.
3. The im portance of predisposing guidance and the tra inab ility  of
sc ien tific  ta len t.
4. The d irect influence of socioeconom ic class on personality d ifferences 
th a t  h itherto  were a ttr ib u ted  to  in telligence.
5. The iden tification-procedures resea rch  of Pegnato and Birch, which
shows th a t  both the effic iency  and e ffec tiveness of various identification  
m easures a re  less than has been assum ed.
6. The developm ent o f c rea tiv ity  in children and the a tte m p ts  to  m easure 
e ffe c ts  of this developm ent by th e  Torrance Tests of C reative Thinking.
7. The use of th e  s tru c tu re  of in te lle c t for curriculum  developm ent in the 
classroom .
8. The in terre lationsh ip  betw een c rea tiv ity  and in telligence.
9. The work of Goldberg and Passow a t  De W itt Clinton High School in New 
York City th a t showed underachievers required assistance w ith learning 
skills and iden tification  w ith a supportive teacher.
10. The study of fac ilita tio n  of m athem atically  precocious youth through 
educational acce le ra tion  longitudinally.
11. The developm ent th eo rie s  of Erik Erikson and Jean P iaget fused by 
Gowan into th e  periodic developm ental stages theory  w ith its  
im plications for c rea tiv e  developm ent.
12. The progression o f iden tifica tion  ^ o c e d u re s  from S tanford-B inet to 
biographical inform ation m easures."
From a nationw ide perspective  th e re  has been considerable change and 
awareness as to the needs for d if feren t ia ted  and appropriate educational programs 
for the g ifted  and ta len ted . This h isto rical perspective has been provided to the 
reader in preparation for exam ining the g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent in 
Oklahoma. In order to app rec ia te  w here a program  curren tly  stands, and where it  
may be headed, the im portance of w hat has happened in th e  past cannot be 
underestim ated . The understanding m ust ex tend  itse lf both into th e  past and the 
fu tu re  to  find meaning for th e  p resen t. The research er hopes this background will 
assist th e  reader in understanding how national m ovem ents and trends a re  often  
re f le c ted  in s ta te  m andates, advocate  roles, and s ta te  leadership.
S ta tem en t o f Problem 
The problem of th is study was to  investiga te  the events, individuals, and 
conditions th a t occurred in th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent in Oklahoma from 
1969 to  1983. The major questions to  be investigated  w ere:
1. What fa c to rs  contribu ted  to m andated legislation for the g ifted  and 
ta len ted  in O klahoma?
2. What had been done for the g ifted  prior to  m andated legislation for 
gifted  education?
3. What w ere the in te re st groups and w hat p a rt did they play in the g ifted  
and ta len ted  m ovem ent?
U. Was th ere  opposition to  special program s for the g ifted ?
5. How did the m edia report the  g ifted  and ta len ted  movem ent in
Oklahoma?
6. What did successful passage of legislation do for the  g ifted  and ta len ted ?
Significance of the Study 
Mandated legislation for g ifted  and ta len ted  children was a significant 
m ilestone in the g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent in Oklahoma. Yet, li tt le  was 
recorded of the movement and history of gifted education in Oklahoma. This study 
can serve as valid research  for educators, legislators, and friends of g ifted 
education in understanding the early history, the lengthy legislative a ttem p ts , and 
the  eventual m andated program s for g ifted  and ta len ted  children of Oklahoma. In 
order to  apprecia te  w here a program  curren tly  stands, and w here it may be headed, 
th e  im portance of w here it has been cannot be underestim ated .
L im itations of the Study 
This study was concerned with th e  history of the  g ifted  and ta len ted  
educational m ovem ent in Oklahoma from  1969 to  1983. It was no t until 1969 th a t 
legislative s ta tu te s  p erm itted  special education funds to  be used for g ifted  
studen ts. Once funding was available for these program s, organizations began to 
keep records. It was also a t th is tim e th a t a definition for g ifted  was outlined and 
c r i te r ia  for the disbursem ent o f funds established. Virtually no records w ere kept
prior to  1969 and only sporadic official docum entation regarding programs for the 
g ifted  and ta len ted  is available for the years 1969 to  1980. With the passage of 
m andated g ifted  legislation and the  establishm ent of the  g ifted  section within the  
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education, form al and consisten t docum entation began to  
occur. Thus th is research  allows the reader to  take  a broad look a t  the m ovem ent's 
early  years and a close look a t the tw o consecutive years under m andated 
legislation, 1981-1983.
This research  is also lim ited in th a t it  does not a ttem p t to describe individual 
program s for the g ifted  and ta len ted . It is, as s ta ted  previously, a look a t  the 
"m ovem ent" itse lf. This is predom inantly because prior to  mandated g ifted  
legislation local d is tric t program s for the g ifted  and ta len ted  varied widely within 
d is tr ic ts  them selves. D istric ts  frequently defined g ifted and ta len ted  in vastly 
different terms. Perceptions were marked by litt le  in the way of a common 
denom inator or core.
Methodology
This research  was conducted in the form  of a historical study. The h istorical 
m ethod would investigate the events, conditions, and fac to rs th a t produced a g ifted  
education  m ovem ent in Oklahoma. Four major techniques w ere used in gathering 
and evaluating  d a ta  for th is study: (1) Interviews w ith actual partic ipants or d irec t 
observers in th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  movem ent; (2) Examination and analysis of 
re levan t docum ents which included:
1. Legislative docum ents
2. Media releases
3. S ta tu tes  of Oklahoma
4. House and Senate Journals of Oklahoma
5. S ta te  D epartm ent of Oklahoma correspondence p e rtinen t to the g ifted 
and ta len ted
6. Interview s w ith in te re s t groups
7. Federal reg isters
8. Budgetary records for funding requests and grants;
(3) Taped hearings from th e  C om m ittee on Common Education; and (4) An 
exam ination  of R elated  L ite ra tu re .
The f irs t step  in gathering  d a ta  w as an extensive lite ra tu re  review on the 
g ifted  and ta len ted  education m ovem ent from  a national perspective. This was 
necessary  before  the researcher could begin to  exam ine specifically  the S ta te  of 
O klahom a's g ifted  education  movm ent.
In organizing this study, both a  chronological and topical perspective w ere
used.
O perational D efinitions
1. House Bill 1816 -  House Bill 1816 w as th e  legisla tive bill passed in 1980 
for g ifted  and ta len ted  educational program s. This bill w as not 
im plem ented.
2. Senate Bill 214 -  Senate Bill 214 was th e  legislative m andate for g ifted  
and ta len ted  children which replaced House Bill 1816. SB 214 presen tly
d ic ta te s  the rules and regulations for m andated g ifted  education 
program s in Oklahoma.
3. "Grade Step" im plem entation -  G ifted child education program s shall be 
im plem ented over a th ree-year period. Schools shall se lec t one "grade 
step" per year. "Grade step" m eans (1) the grades f irs t through sixth; (2) 
th e  grades seventh  through nin th ; or (3) th e  grades ten th  through tw e lfth ; 
or the grade levels for which a school is accred ited . Each local school 
d is tric t shall have the au thority  to  im plem ent each of th ree  grade steps 
in the order a s  determ ined by the local board of education . 
Im plem entation of such program s by grade steps shall begin w ith th e  
1981-82 school year and continue on a cum ulative basis w ith a minimum 
of one grade s tep  per year. Beginning w ith th e  school year 1983-84, it 
shall be the duty of each school d is tr ic t to  provide g ifted  child 
educational program s for all iden tified  g ifted  children.
4. G ifted and T alented  - The definition for g ifted  and ta len ted  would 
change throughout the period of 1969 to  1981. The definition w ritten  in 
the  m andated legislation of Senate Bill 214 is:
"G ifted  and ta le n te d  children" m eans those children identified a t  the 
preschool, e lem en tary , and secondary level as having dem onstrated  
p o ten tia l ab ilitie s  o f high perform ance capability  and needing 
d iffe ren tia ted  or acce le ra ted  education or services. For th e  purpose of 
th is definition, "dem onstrated  ab ilities o f high perform ance capability" 
means those identified  students who score in the top th ree  p ercen t (396) 
on any national standardized te s t  or may include students who excel in 
one or more of th e  following areas:
a. In tellectual ability
b. C reative  thinking ability
c . Leadership ability
d. Visual and perform ing a rts  ability
e . Specific academ ic ability
5. "G ifted child educational program s" -  G ifted child educational program s 
m eans those special in structional program s, supportive services, unique 
educational m ateria ls , learning se ttin g s and other educational services 
which d iffe ren tia te , supplem ent and support the regular educational 
program  in m eeting the needs of the  g ifted  child.
6. D ifferen tia ted  education - School d is tric ts  shall provide d ifferen tia ted  
education for all identified g ifted  students. Options for providing 
d iffe ren tia ted  education include: (definitions a re  in Appendix A, pg.
107).
a . Enrichm ent of con ten t
b. A cceleration of con ten t
c . Individualization of instruction
d. A m odified, open ended curriculum




i. Others or any combination of the above
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
GIFTED AND TALENTED EDUCATION 
FROM A NATIONWIDE PERSPECTIVE
Introduction
The in tention  of th is li te ra tu re  review  is to  identify many of th e  more salient 
changes th a t have taken place across the  country with regard to th e  education of 
g ifted  and ta len ted  children. Before 1976, very little  system atic  inform ation 
concerning s ta te  policy and the delivery of serv ices to  g ifted  and ta ien ted  children 
had been co llected  on a nationwide basis. To help m eet this need, th e  United 
S ta tes O ffice of Education in 1976-77 con trac ted  The Council for Exceptional 
Children (CEC) to conduct a nationwide assessm ent to compile this inform ation. 
The results of this original investigation w ere portrayed in a 1978 CEC publication 
en titled  The Nation's C om m itm ent to  the  Education of Gifted and Taiented 
Y outh.S u b s e q u e n t ly ,  for the nex t th ree  years, this inform ation has continued to 
be compiled, analyzed and updated. S elected  portions of the  1977-78 investigation 
were dissem inated through a chap te r in th e  1979 Yearbook of the N ational Society 
for th e  Study of Education, while d a ta  obtained in 1978-79 w ere contained in a 
paper presented a t the  1980 Annual Meeting of the  American Educational Research 
Association.^^ While th is review  will use a  sim ilar fo rm at established by these 
earlie r works, i t  will g rea tly  expand upon the ir da ta  base and provide th e  reader 
with what the researcher believes to  be the most cu rren t assessm ent of "the s ta te  
of the a rt"  for gifted and ta len ted  education .
D ata for this four year investigation have been obtained on an annual basis 
through d irect inform ational questionnaires sen t to individual S tate  C onsultants for
11
th e  G ifted  and T alented. Upon receiving th is inform ation, th e  da ta  were analyzed 
and individual g ifted  and ta len ted  policy profiles were c rea ted  for each s ta te .  
Following the com pletion of th is ac tiv ity , th e  profiles w ere subsequently (and on an 
annual basis) re turned  to  th e ir respective  S ta te  C onsultants for verification  and 
updating. Where missing or conflic ting  inform ation arose, the Consultants w ere 
personally called  for c la rif ica tio n . Finally, during th is past year's investigation , 
th e  resu lts of tw o o th e r nationw ide policy investigations regarding g ifted  and 
ta len ted  education conducted by th e  U.S. O ffice of Education w ere also included 
on th e  s ta te  policy profiles. Where confusing or conflicting  da ta  appeared, th e  
individual C onsultants w ere once again asked to  clarify  them .
Overall, this investigation  was constructed  and is reported  around th ree  basic 
inform ational needs; (1) th e  need to  determ ine from a policy perspective exactly  
who are the gif ted and ta lented , how they are being identified, and approximately 
how many are being reported  as receiving a d iffe ren tia ted  special education 
program ; (2) the need to carefu lly  exam ine the progress th a t has taken place a t  th e  
s ta te  level with regard to  many of th e  adm inistrative structu res, s ta te -lev e l 
personnel, regulatory and adm in istra tive  p rac tices  th a t im pact upon the provision 
of services to th e  g ifted  and ta len ted ; and (3) the need to  delineate  the p resen t 
levels of s ta te  and federa l appropriations for this population.
Review of S ta te  Legislation
Legislation affec tin g  th e  education o f g ifted  and ta len ted  children can be 
tra c e d  back to  as early  as 1939 when a Florida s ta te  s ta tu te  called upon its  "county 
boards o f education to  provide insofar as 'p racticab le ', facilities for classes for 
children with unusual ab ility ."^^  A few  years la ter, in 19^;1, legislation in Kansas 
d irec ted  the s ta te 's  Division of Special Education to  "encourage school d is tric ts
through consultation and guidance to  make provision for g ifted  children by adapting
school work to the ir needs and to  w aive restric tions which in terfere(d) w ith the
developm ent of such children."^^ By 1967, a study conducted by The Council for
Exceptional Children (CEC) found th a t by th a t tim e "17 s ta te s  (had) w ithin th e ir
education  code a term  which (could) be construed to  apply to  the clin ical e n tity
known as th e  g ifted  child."^^ Of th e  17 s ta te s , however, only 10 ac tua lly  had "any
22legal guidelines or definitions for determ ining the type of child to  be served." 
Finally, a t  the p resent tim e, according to  the results o f th is  m ost re cen t 
investigation , there  are  now 39 s ta te s  th a t  make mention of or legislatively define 
g ifted  and ta len ted  children within th e ir  s ta te  s ta tu te s .
As might be an tic ipated , the m anner and way in which each of these  39 s ta te s  
re fe rs  to  th is population is considerably d iffe ren t. Essentially, how ever, s ta tu to ry  
re fe ren ce  to g ifted  and ta len ted  children can be categorized  around four cen tra l 
taxonom ies. F irst, as is dem onstrated  in Table 1, nearly half (i.e., 49 percen t) of 
th e  s ta te s  th a t provide legislative guidelines or definitions of g ifted  and ta len ted  
children do so under th e  broad, general rubric o f exceptional children. Within this 
f irs t classification , 16 s ta te s  define th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  as being one of a 
specified  number of subpopulations o f exceptional children for whom regular 
educational programming may not be suffic ien t w ithout th e  provision of special 
c lasses or instruction.
O klahoma, for exam ple, uses the following definition:
Exceptional children shall mean gifted  children, educable m entally - 
handicapped children, tra inab le  m en tally -retarded  children, speech-defective  
children, em otionally-disturbed or perceptually-handicapped children, 
children w ith special health  problem s, children requiring the  services of a 
visiting counselor, children with specific learning disabilities as a resu lt of
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STATE STATUTORY DEFINITIONS OF 
GIFTED AND TALENTED CHILDREN






































III. Defined as Handicapped 
Nevada Tennessee
IV. Defined as Children in Need of Special and Prolonged A ssistance 
South Dakota
V. Not P resently  Defined in S tate  S ta tu tes
Hawaii New Hampshire South Carolina Wisconsin
Indiana New Jersey  U tah Wyoming
M assachusetts New York Vermont
neurological im pairm ent, m ultiple-handicapped children, and o ther
handicapped children...w hose condition is such th a t it  is im practica l or
impossible for them  to  benefit from  or p a rtic ipa te  in the  regular
classroom  program  of the public schools in th e  d is tric t in which they
reside and whose education requires a m odification of th e  classroom 
23program .
There a re  th ree  sta tes  (Kansas, New Mexico, and Pennsylvania), on the o ther 
hand, th a t , while they do not specifically  m ention the g ifted  and ta len ted  as being
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excep tional, have s ta tu to ry  language th a t allows this to be in terp re ted . 
Pennsylvania's s ta tu te  of exceptionality  allows for such in te rp re ta tion . According 
to  its definition:
The te rm  'exceptional children ' shall m ean children of school age who deviate
from  the  average in physical, m ental, em otional or social ch a rac te ris tic s  to
24
such an ex ten t th a t they require special educational fac ilitie s  or services.
Two sta te s , Nevada and Tennessee, s ta tu to rily  define g ifted  and ta len ted  
children In te rm s of th e ir being handicapped children. Tennessee, for instance, 
defines its handicapped children to  be those:
...who have been certified ...by  a specialist as being unsuited for enrollm ent in 
regular classes of the  public schools or who a re  unable to  be educated  or 
tra ined  adequately in such regular program s w ithout th e  provision of special 
c lasses, instruction, facilities or re la ted  services, or a combination thereof. 
This te rm  includes the educable, tra inab le , and profoundly re tarded : and 
speech and/or language im paired ;...the  m ultiply handicapped; and the 
in te llec tually  g ifted ; and any other child whose needs and ab ilities cannot be 
served in a regular classroom se tting . (Emphasis added)^^
Including Nevada and Tennessee, it is notew orthy to  rea lize , th e re fo re , th a t 
54 percen t of the  s ta te s  th a t have enacted  legislation regarding the education of 
g ifted  and ta len ted  children have established a d irec t s ta tu to ry  relationship of this 
population to  special education. The d irec t as well as ind irect advantages o f this 
re la tionship  will becom e c lear to  the  reader as th is review  progresses.
Besides describing g ifted  and ta len ted  children in term s of th e ir being 
excep tional and handicapped, th e re  are  two additional ways in which many s ta te s  
re fe r to  these  children within th e ir s ta tu to ry  language. As can be fu rther seen 
from  Table 1, there  a re  17 s ta te s  th a t independently define g ifted  and ta len ted
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children within th e ir general education  s ta tu te s . Many of these definitions, as 
exem plified by the  following language from  the s ta te s  of Iowa and Michigan, speak 
of the  personal ch a rac te ris tic s  of these  children ra th e r than to their program m atic 
and/or educational needs:
'G ifted and ta len ted  children ' a re  those identified as possessing outstanding 
abilities who a re  capable of high perform ance. G ifted and ta len ted  children 
are  children who require d iffe ren tia ted  educational program s or services 
beyond those provided by the regular school program .
The 'gifted and/or academ ically  ta len ted ' m eans elem entary  and/or secondary 
school students who may be considered to  be (1) in tellectually  g ifted, 
(2) outstanding in school ach ievem ent, and /or (3) those who have outstanding
abilities in particu lar areas o f human endeavor, including the a rts  and 
hum anities.-^
There is one s ta te . South D akota, th a t s ta tu to rily  describes its g ifted and talented
28children as being "children in need of special or prolonged assistance."
Finally, there  a re  11 s ta te s  th a t a t  the p resen t tim e do not have any 
legislative provisions pertaining to th e  g ifted  and ta len ted . Of these 11, however, 
over half have recen tly  introduced bills or leg islative provisos to do so.
S ta te  Policy and A dm inistrative P rac tices  R elated 
To The Education of G ifted  and Talented Children 
There are  a  broad number o f areas th a t could be discussed concerning the 
progress th a t has taken place a t  the s ta te  level w ith regard to the education of 
g ifted  and ta len ted  children. For purposes of th is particu lar review , however, this 
discussion is lim ited to the  following five top ics: (1) the various s ta te -leve l
adm in istra tive s tructu res th a t have been c rea ted  to  in itia te  and coordinate the
provision of policy and services to  the g ifted  and ta len ted ; (2) th e  adm inistrative 
personnel th a t  have been assigned to  coordinate and im plem ent these procedures 
and program s; (3) th e  specific c rite r ia  th a t have been established by the s ta te s  to 
evalua te  and identify po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  individuals; (4) th e  use of 
individualized education program s (lEP's) in providing services to  this population; 
and (5) th e  use o f  due process procedures to  assure th a t the identification , 
evaluation , and educational p lacem ent of these  children is conducted according to 
s ta te  policy and in th e  best in te re s t of th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  children them selves. 
S ta te  A dm inistrative S tructures
T here are  basically th ree  d iffe ren t types of m anagerial system s th a t  have 
been established by s ta te s  to  help them  effec tive ly  adm inister th e ir  program s for 
th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  a t  th e  s ta te  level. F irst, the  m ajority , or 54 percen t, have 
chosen to  adm inister these program s through their D epartm ents of Special or 
E xceptional Education. Indicating th a t most special educators have historically 
used th e  te rm  exceptional to  re fe r to  a ll children with speciai needs (i.e., both 
handicapped and gifted), many s ta te s  have fu rther justified  th e  inclusion of the 
g ifted  and ta len ted  within th e ir special education program s by sta ting  th a t it would 
negate  both  the duplication of many existing  delivery system s as well as th e  often 
d ifficu lt task  o f creating  en tire ly  new sta te -w id e  delivery system s.
As previously described, 21 s ta te s  have legislatively indicated th a t their 
g ifted  and ta len ted  program s should be adm inistered  through Special Education. 
Table 2 da ta  illu s tra tes th a t an additional ten  s ta te s  (i.e., Arkansas, C onnecticut, 
Hawaii, Maine, New Hampshire, New Jersey , Ohio, Oregon, South D akota, and 
Virginia) have opted to  likewise establish  this relationship through regulation or 
adm in is tra tive  p rac tice . Nearly one-quarter, or 13 sta tes, on th e  other hand, have 
e lec ted  to  adm inister the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  program s through th e ir S tate
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LOCATION OF G/T EDUCATION WITHIN 
SEA ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE













































Consolidated Program s - C alifornia
Program Development -  Colorado
D epartm ent of Federal and S ta te  G rants -  Illinois
School Program Services - Michigan
O ffice of Public Instruction -  Montana
Division of Technical A ssistance -  Rhode Island
Division of Educational Program s for Special Populations -  Texas
Division of Special P ro jects -  Utah
Division of E lem entary/Secondary Education -  Vermont
Division of Special Services -  Washington
(N=IO)
D epartm ents of Curriculum  or Instruction. Finally, as is also dem onstrated  in 
Table 2, there  a re  an additional ten  s ta te s  th a t  have adm inistratively  aligned th e ir 
program s for g ifted  and ta len ted  children w ith  a  varie ty  of special divisions or 
departm en ts, such as techn ica l assistance, special projects, federal and s ta te  
gran ts.
S ta te-L evel Personnel
In addition to  looking a t  the  varie ty  o f program m atic s truc tu res th a t have
been c rea ted  by the s ta te s  to  adm inister the ir program s for the g ifted  and
ta len ted , it should be noted  to  observe th e  grow th th a t has taken place in the
num ber of s ta te -lev e l personnel th a t have been assigned to  coordinate these
program s. According to  the  resu lts  of a  s ta te  survey dissem inated by th e  U.S.
O ffice of Education in 1970, 24 s ta te s  indicated  they had a designated staffperson
a t  the s ta te  departm en t level with major responsibilities for programs for the
g ifted . In only 10, how ever, were these individuals assigned th a t responsibility for
29more than 50 percen t or more of th e ir tim e. By 1975, all 50 s ta te s  indicated  
they employed individuals a t  the s ta te  level w ith responsibilities for the g ifted  and 
ta len ted . Tw enty-four assigned them  for 50 percen t or more of the ir tim e, and 16 
em ployed them  in fu il-tim e  capac ities . By 1980, as can  be seen from Table 3, 
th ere  were 48 s ta te s  th a t curren tly  had s ta te  departm en t personnel with 50 pe rcen t 
o r more of the ir tim e  assigned to  g ifted  and ta len ted  education . Forty-tw o s ta te s  
have fu ll-tim e individuals employed in these  positions.
Change has also taken  place w ith regard  to the  institu tionalization  of these  
s ta te -lev e l positions. In 1970, for exam ple, only 21 s ta te s  indicated they were 
contributing  half or m ore of th e  salaries of the ir s ta te  departm ent personnel 
assigned to the g ifted  and ta len ted . By 1980, however, 34 s ta te s  reported  they 
supported these  positions w ith s ta te  funding. Even more im pressive is the fa c t th a t
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T A B L E  3 
S T A T E  L E V E L  P E R S O N N E L
S T A T E
N u m b e r  o f  P e r s o n s  
A s s ig n e d  t o  G /T
P e r c e n t  o f  T im e  
D e v o t e d
S o u r c e  o f  
F u n d in c
Y e a r  P o s i t io n  w a s  
F ir s t  E s t a b l i s h e d
A la b a m a I 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 4
A la s k a I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 5
A r iz o n a 1 1 0 0 % F e d . P o s i t io n  C u r r e n t ly  
U n f i l l e d
A r k a n s a s I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 9
C a l i f o r n ia 1 0 0 % 2 - S t .  1 - F e d 1 9 6 1
C o lo r a d o 1 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 6 6
C o n n e c t i c u t I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 6 6
D e l a w a r e I 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 8 0
F lo r id a 1 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 0
G e o r g ia I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 5 8
I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 6
Id a h o I 50% S t a t e 1 9 7 5
I l l in o i s 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 6 3
In d ia n a 1 1 0 0 % F e d .
1 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 6
K a n s a s I 60% S t a t e 1 9 5 5
K e n t u c k y I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 5
L o u is ia n a 3 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 5
2 1 0 0 % S t /F e d . S t - 7 8 ;  F e d - 7 9
M a ry la n d 3 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 5
M a s s a c h u s e t t s 1 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 6
M ic h ig a n I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 5
M in n e s o t a 1 1 0 0 % S t a t e I 9 6 0
M is s is s ip p i I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 6
M is s o u r i I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 9
M o n ta n a I 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 9
N e b r a s k a 1 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 6 7
N e v a d a i 1 0 0 % r e d . 1971
New  H a m p sh ire 1-5% S ta te 1 9 7 5
1 1 0 0 % 1 9 7 7
N ew  .M exico ] 50% S ta te
New  Y ork 1 1 0 0 % 1961
N c r :h  C a ro lin a 1 0 0 % 1 961
N o rth  D a k o ta 3 1 -1 0 0 % ; 2 - P / r Fed . 1 9 7 3
O hio I 1 0 0 % Fed . I 9 6 0
O k la iio in a 1 1 0 0 % S t /F a d . 19 7 4
O r e g o n 1 1 0 0 % 1 9 7 7
P e n n s y lv a n ia I 1 0 0 % F e d .
R h o d e  I s la n d
S o u th  C a r o l in a 1 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 4
S o u t h  D a k o t a I 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 8
T e n n e s s e e 11 1 -1 0 0 % ; 1 0 - P /T S t / F e d . 1 9 7 5
T e x a s 1 0 0 % S t /F e d . 1 9 7 5
U ta h I 50% S t a t e 1 9 7 2
V e r m o n t 1 50% S t a t e
V ir g in ia 1 1 0 0 % S t a t e
W a s h in g to n 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 5 7
W e st  V ir g in ia I 1 0 0 % S t a t e 1 9 7 9
W is c o n s in 1 1 0 0 % F e d . 1 9 7 6
W y o m in g I 50% F e d . 1 9 7 4
28 s ta te s  now to ta lly  support a t  leas t one fu ll-tim e individual a t  the  s ta te  level 
whose m ajor responsibility is g ifted  and ta len ted  education.
The Identification  of G ifted and Talented Children
H istorically , g ifted  and ta len ted  children w ere often  viewed by most 
educators and lay persons to  include only those individuals who possessed a high 
in telligence quotient or dem onstrated  a significant po ten tia l in th e ir in te llec tua l 
ability . In 1971, then U.S. Comm issioner of Education, Sidney Mar land, sought to 
change this lim ited stereo type  of g ifted  children. For purposes of federal 
education program s, he suggested th a t  th e  category  "gifted and ta len ted "  be 
expanded to  include children se lec ted  from  those capable of high perform ance in 
th e  following six areas of ach ievem ent: (1) general in te llec tua l ab ility ; (2) specific 
academ ic ap titude ; (3) crea tive  and productive thinking; (4) leadership ability; 
(5) visual and perform ing a rts : and (6) psychom otor ability .
The im pact of this expanded federal definition upon the developm ent of s ta te  
policy re la ted  to g ifted  and ta len ted  education was dem onstrated during a 
nationwide investigation conducted by The Council for Exceptional Children (CEO) 
in 1978.^^ During th is study, 38 s ta te s  w ere found to  have regulations or guidelines 
governing the  iden tification  of th e ir g ifted  and ta len ted  children. Of the  38, 
tw enty-tw o s ta te s  had adopted th e  broad six -categorical defin ition , sim ilar if not 
identical to  the  one suggested by Marland.
In 1980, H  s ta te s  w ere found to  have w ritten  policies (i.e., regulations, rules, 
guidelines, or by-laws) th a t governed the  iden tification  of th e ir g ifted  and ta len ted  
studen ts. As can be seen from  Table 4, however, th e re  continues to  be 
disagreem ent among many s ta te s  as to  who each believes should be identified  and 
labeled as "gifted and ta len ted ."  For exam ple, all 44 cu rren tly  have policy 











T A I \L i:  4
S T A T E  lO E N T lR C A T I O N  P R A C T IC E S
C r e a t i v e /
S t a t e I n t e l l e c t u a l A c a d e m ic P r o d u c t iv e L e a d e r s h ip P e r f o r m in g P s y c h o m o t o r D a te
A b i l i t y A o t i t u d e T h in k in g A b i l i t y E n a c t e d
A la b a m a ^ 1979
A la s k a 1 9 7 8
A r iz o n a  , 1 9 7 6
C a l i f o r n i a ' 1 9 8 0
C o lo r a d o 1 9 8 0
C o n n e c t i c u t 1 9 7 8
D e l a w a r e 1 9 7 8
F lo r id a 1 9 7 7
G e o r g ia 1 9 7 9
H a w a ii 1 9 7 7
Id a h o 1 9 7 9
I l l in o i s  , 1 9 7 6
In d ia n a 1 9 8 0
1 9 7 8
K a n s a s  - 1 9 7 9
K e n t u c k y ^ 1 9 7 8
L o u is ia n a 1 9 7 9
1 9 7 9
M a r y la n d  . q U n d a te d
M a s s a c h u s e t t s 1 9 7 8
M ic h ig a n 1 9 7 6
M in n e s o t a 1 9 7 6
M is s is s ip p i 1977
M is s o u r i 1 9 8 0
N e b r a s k a 1 9 7 6
1 9 7 2
N e w  J e r s e y 1 9 7 8
N e w  M ex ic o 1 9 7 6
N e w  Y or k  . - 1 9 76
N o r th  C a r o l i n a 1 9 7 9
Ohio 1 9 7 5
O k la h o m a 1 9 S 0
O r e g o n ! 5 1 9 7 3
P e n n s y lv a n ia .  7 1977
R h o d e  Is la n d 1 9 7 9
S o u t h  C a r o l in a ^ X X X X 1 9 7 7
S o u t h  D a k o t a 1 9 8 0
T e n n e s s e e X X 1 9 7 5
X X X X X X 1 9 7 5
U ta h  20 1 9 7 7
V ir g in ia ^ " 1 9 7 9
W a s h in g t o n  71 1 9 7 9
W e s t  V ir iÿ n ia X 1 9 7 9
W y o m in g ' 1 9 7 8
T O T A L S 4 4 4 2 3 8 2 5 31 IS
C h a n g e d  fr o m  6  c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  t o  o n l y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  a n d  c r e a t i v e / p r o d u c t i v e  t h in k in g  in  1 9 7 9 .
C h a n g e d  f r o m  o n l y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  a n d  s p e c i f i c  a c a d e m i c  a b i l i t y  t o  7 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  ( in  a d d i t io n  t o  t h o s e  a r e a s  
m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e ,  1 9 8 0  d e f i n i t i o n  a d d s  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  o f  h ig h  a c h i e v e m e n t  a n d  o t h e r ) .
E s t a b l i s h e d  6 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 8 0 .
C h a n g e d  fr o m  o n ly  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  t o  6  c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in 1 9 7 7 .
D e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y  in  1 9 7 9 .
D e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y  in  1 9 3 0 .
D e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y  in  1 9 7 3 .
D e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y  in  1 9 7 8 .  .
D e l e t e d  le a d e r s h ip ,  v is u a l  a n d  p e r f o r m i n g  a r t s ,  a n d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y .
E s t a b l i s h e d  6 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 7 8 .
D e l e t e d  le a d e r s h ip  in  1 9 8 0 .
E s t a b l i s h e d  6 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 7 8 .
D e l e t e d  le a d e r s h ip  in  1 9 8 0 .
A d o p t e d  P .L . 9 5 - 5 6 1  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 3 0 ;  d e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y .
E s t a b l i s h e d  5 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 7 9 ;  d id  n o t  in c lu d e  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y .
A d d e d  v is u a l  a n d  p e r f o r m i n g  a r t s  in  1 9 7 7 .
E s t a b l i s h e d  5 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 7 9 ;  d id  n o t  in c lu d e  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y .
C h a n g e d  f r o m  6 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  t o  o n l y  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y  and  s p e c i f i c  a c a d e m i c  a p t i t u d e  in  I 9 3 0 .
D e l e t e d  le a d e r s h ip  in 1 9 7 9 .
D e l e t e d  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y  in  1 9 7 9 .
A d d e d  s p e c i f i c  a c a d e m i c  a p t i t u d e  in  1 9 7 9 .
E s t a b l i s h e d  5 c a t e g o r i c a l  d e f i n i t i o n  in  1 9 7 8 ;  d id  n o t  in c lu d e  p s y c h o m o t o r  a b i l i t y .
p o ten tia l in in te llec tual ab ility  should be designated as g ifted . Sim ilarly, 42 s ta te s  
specified th a t children dem onstrating  high perform ance in specific academ ic 
ap titu d e  should likewise be so designated . T hirty-eight s ta te s , on th e  o ther hand, 
fe lt th a t th is label should be fu rth er applied to  children capable of high 
perform ance in c rea tiv e  and productive thinking. T hirty-one established c rite r ia  
for the identification  of individuals possessing high po ten tia l in th e  visual and 
perform ing a rts . Only 25 o f th e  s ta te s , how ever, fe l t  th a t children w ith 
considerable leadership p o ten tia l should be included in th is population, and even 
less (I.e., 18) suggested th a t those  capable of high perform ance in th e  a rea  of 
psychom otor ability  should be labeled as g ifted .
The re luctance of many s ta te s  to include children possessing high p o ten tia l in 
leadership and psychom otor ab ility  appears to  be re la ted  to the d ifficu lty  which 
many s ta te s  apparently  had in developing valid and com prehensive iden tification  
c r ite r ia  for these populations. Some s ta te s , apparently  fearing adverse public 
reaction  over the possible inclusion of a th le te s  in the psychom otor population, 
purposely tried  to  de-em phasize or exclude the ir partic ipation  through s tr ic t 
guidelines. Missouri, for exam ple, lim ited  the psychom otor ta len ted  to  those 
children capable of high ability  or a tta in m en t in e ither gross or fine m anipulative 
ac tiv itie s , including disciplines such as sculpturing and m echanics.
On November I, 1978, P residen t C a rte r  signed into law The G ifted  and 
T alented  Children's Education A ct o f 1978, which se t fo rth  the  following new 
federa l definition of g ifted  and ta len ted  children:
For the purposes of this p a r t ,  th e  term  'gifted and ta len ted  ch ildren ' m eans 
children and, whenever applicab le , youth, who are identified a t  the preschool, 
elem entary  or secondary level as possessing dem onstrated  or p o ten tia l 
ab ilities th a t give evidence o f high perform ance responsibiiity in a reas  such
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as in te llec tual, c rea tiv e , specific  academ ic, or leadership ability , or in the
perform ing and visual a r ts , and who by reasons thereof require services or
32ac tiv itie s  not ordinarily provided by the  school.
The im portance of the  new federal definition for s ta te  and local policy 
makers is fourfold. F irst, it re ta in s  the  broad, ca tego rica l emphasis regarding the 
identification  of g ifted  and ta len ted  children suggested by the ea rlie r  1971 federal 
definition. Second, while not to ta lly  excluding individuals possessing high po ten tia l 
in psychom otor ability , th e  a c t  does appear to de-em phasize the ir partic ipa tion  by 
not specifically  m entioning them  as a poten tia l ta rg e t population. The im pact of 
not specifying th is population in the  1978 federal definition is re f lec ted  in some of 
the  changes th a t  have taken p lace in s ta te  policy during the last tw o years. Of the 
20 sta tes  reporting regulatory  changes in the ir c r ite r ia  for identification  of g ifted  
and talented children since 1978, 12 have similarly deleted this population of 
po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  children from  their s ta te  definitions. Third, the new 
definition suggests th a t g ifted  and ta len ted  children and youth should not only be 
identified a t  the  e lem entary  and secondary school levels, but they  should be 
actively  identified  a t  the  preschool level as w ell. Fourth, and perhaps most 
im portant, is the  inclusion of th e  words, "who by reason th ereo f...,"  in th e  new 
definition. The addition of th is phrase is significant for the  following reasons: It 
negates the notion th a t the  g ifted  and ta len ted  a re  a homogenous population. The 
fac t is th a t  if one com pares th e  I.Q. range which is o ften  equated to  studen ts who 
have been identified as being g ifted  according to  th e ir in te llec tual ability  (i.e., an
I.Q. score of 120-200), it  should be em phasized th a t this ability  range fa r  exceeds 
th a t of our so-called "normal" student population. As such, and as  th is definition 
suggests, th e re  is no single program  concept th a t can effec tive ly  m eet the needs of 
all g ifted and ta len ted  children.
2k
Individual Education Program s
B efore leaving the  topic of the need for personalized instruction to  m eet the 
unique individual learning needs of g ifted  and ta len ted  students, it  m ight be 
advantageous to fu rther identify  precisely how many s ta te s  provide this serv ice to 
th is population. As can  be seen from Table 5, seventeen s ta te s  currently  e ither 
require or suggest the use of individualized education program s (lEP's) for their 
g ifted  and ta len ted  students.
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TABLE 5
STATES REQUIRING OR SUGGESTING THE USE OF INDIVIDUALIZED 
EDUCATION PROGRAMS (lEP'S) FOR THEIR G/T CHILDREN
A labam a
A laska








N orth Carolina 







Two s ta te s , N orth C arolina and Louisiana, m andate the  use of IE P's for this 
population through both s ta tu to ry  and regulatory  language. Nine additional s ta te s  
have regu latory  language th a t specify th a t lEP's must be provided for the ir g ifted 
and ta len ted  students. C onnecticu t, Missouri, Nevada, and Oregon, on the o ther 
hand, suggest the  use of lEP's a t  th e  s ta te  level, but leave the  decision of w hether 
or not to ac tua lly  im plem ent them  to individual local school d is tric ts . Oklahoma’s 
Guidelines for the  G ifted and Talented suggest th a t one of the  options a local 
school may em ploy with these  students is "individualized instruction ." Sim ilarly, 
regulations in N orth Dakota suggest the use of "individually-prescribed courses of 
study" for th e  s ta te 's  g ifted  and ta len ted  children. Finally, it  should be mentioned 
th a t of th e  17 s ta te s  th a t  suggest or require the  use of lEP's fo r these  children, 
only Missouri does not legislatively  or adm inistratively  include th e  g ifted  and 
talen ted  under special education .
Because of th is unique relationship , one m ight naturally  assum e th a t most, if 
not all, o f th e  righ ts and p ro tec tions th a t are afforded to  handicapped children 
under P.L. 94-142 would likew ise be available to g ifted  and ta len ted  children within
these  particu lar s ta te s . As evidenced by the  following tab le , one such p ro tection  is 
the right to due process.
N ineteen s ta te s , designated by Table 6, cu rren tly  e ither require or suggest 
the  use of due process procedures in the  iden tification , evaluation, and p lacem ent 
o f the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  children . Seventeen adm inistratively  require the  use of 
these  procedures a t  the  s ta te  level. Two s ta te s  (C onnecticut and Missouri) have 
regulatory language th a t suggest th e  use of due process procedures, but leave it up 
to  local option as to  exactly  how to  im plem ent these protections. In addition, as 
was the  case with s ta te s  requiring  or suggesting the use of lEP's for the ir g ifted  
and ta len ted  children, 17 of th e  19 s ta te s  th a t require or suggest due process 
procedures for this population likewise legislatively  or adm inistratively  include the  
g ifted  and ta len ted  under special education . Oniy Missouri and South C arolina 
adm inister th is program under the ir  S ta te  Divisions of Instruction.
The Number of G ifted and T alented  Children R eported Served
D ata in Table 7 illu s tra tes  the  num ber of g ifted  and ta len ted  children 
reported  served by s ta te  education  agencies from  1975 to 1980. As can be seen 
from th is tab le , 43 sta te s  ind icated  they  served a to ta l of 766,759 g ifted  and 
ta len ted  studen ts during
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N U M IM IU  O F  r . J F T l i n  A N D  T A L liN T U H  ( U l L n i t F N  R l i l ’O U T i lO  S L U V liO  iy 7 > - S 0
S T A T E 1 9 7 5 - 7 6 1 9 7 6 - 7 7 1 9 7 7 - 7 3 1 9 7 3 - 7 9 1 9 7 9 - 3 0
T O T A L
IN C R E A S E
%  O F  
IN C R E A S E
A la b a m a IN A ^ IN A 4 , 1 0 0 6 ,1 3 0 7 , 2 7 3 + 3 ,1 7 3 + 78%
A la s k a 2 5 3 9 4 6 1 ,7 3 4 2 , 3 9 9 3 ,4 0 0 + 3 ,1 4 7 + 1 244%
A r iz o n a 6 , 4 0 3 9 , 0 0 0 9 , 9 8 2 1 0 , 0 0 0 1 6 ,0 2 0 + 9 ,6 1 7 + 150%
A r k a n s a s IN A 1 5 0 5 0 0 3 , 1 6 6 3 , 0 0 0 + 2 ,8 5 0 + 1 900%
C a l i f o r n ia 1 9 5 ,0 0 0 1 9 8 ,0 0 0 1 6 9 ,6 3 2 1 4 9 ,3 0 4 1 4 7 ,2 2 3 - 4 7 , 7 7 7 -2 5 %
C o lo r a d o 2 5 3 3 2 2 3 9 2 5 9 2 1 7 ,6 0 9 , 1 7 , 3 5 6 + 6 8 6 0 %
C o n n e c t i c u t 6 , 5 0 0 7 ,1 0 0 8 , 1 0 0 9 , 2 0 0 1 0 , 1 0 0 + 3 ,6 0 0 + 55%
D e la w a r e 1 , 0 0 0 1 ,1 4 0 1 ,5 8 2 1 ,5 8 2 2 , 8 3 3 + 1 ,8 3 3 + 183%
F lo r id a 2 0 ,1 4 3 2 0 , 2 5 9 2 0 , 2 5 9 2 3 ,2 6 1 2 5 , 3 0 1 , + 5 ,1 5 8 + 26%
G e o r g ia 2 4 ,0 0 0 2 4 , 3 4 0 2 9 , 9 7 9 3 4 ,2 6 1 3 6 ,0 0 2 '^ + 1 2 , 0 0 0 + 50%
IN A 1 7 0 2 , 0 0 0 IN A 6 , 3 9 0 +6 , 2 2 0 + 3 6 5 9 %
Id a h o 4 0 0 1 , 2 0 0 1 ,5 3 3 1 ,6 5 9 1 ,6 5 9 + 1 ,2 5 9 +314%
I ll in o i s IN A 7 8 , 0 6 5 6 5 , 4 6 8 6 5 , 0 0 0 7 0 , 0 0 0 - 8 , 0 6 5 - 10 %
In d ia n a IN A IN A 2 , 0 0 0 1 2 ,0 4 4 2 8 , 7 9 7  , + 2 6 ,7 9 7 + 1340%
IN A IN A IN A IN A IN A
K a n s a s 1 , 0 0 0 2 , 2 8 2 3 , 3 1 0 3 ,8 3 5 4 , 2 9 0 + 3 ,2 9 0 + 329%
K e n t u c k y IN A 5 , 0 0 0 8 , 9 0 4 6 , 8 0 4 7 , 1 3 4 + 2 ,1 3 4 +85%
L o u is ia n a IN A 2 , 5 0 0 5 , 2 8 4 5 ,0 7 3 5 ,2 8 1 + 2 ,7 8 1 + 181%
IN A 4 5 0 9 1 3 1 ,2 6 6 IN A + 8 1 6 .1 8 1 %
M a r y la n d 5 ,0 0 0 1 0 ,8 7 9 1 5 ,1 8 5 2 8 ,6 3 1 2 6 ,9 5 1 + 2 1 ,9 5 1 +439%
M a s s a c h u s e t t s IN A 4 0 0 3 , 9 0 0 3 ,7 0 0 1 0 ,4 2 4 + 1 0 ,0 2 4 + 2 5 0 6 %
M ic h ig a n 1 ,6 0 0 1 ,6 0 0 1 ,2 0 9 1 ,6 7 4 I J 9 0 - 2 1 0 -1 3 %
M in n e s o t a 2 2 ,5 0 0 2 2 ,0 6 7 2 3 , 0 0 0 1 6 ,1 9 3 3 0 ,0 0 0 ^ + 7 ,5 0 0 + 33%
M is s is s ip p i 1 , 6 : 0 2 , 1 0 0 2 , 5 0 0 3 ,6 3 5 5 ,0 0 0 + 3 ,4 0 0 +213%
M isso u r i 2 , 5 3 3 3 . 9 4 3 6 , 1 9 6 7 ,7 0 0
6 0 0
8 , 7 0 0
7 0 0
♦ 6 .1 1 7 + 237%
M o n ta n a 5 0 0 5 0 0 IN A *2 0 0 *40%
N e b r a s k a 6 .3 S S 3 , 5 4 0 1 2 .3 9 : , 1 2 ,9 6 3 1 4 ,6 9 0 . 7 , 3 0 2 *113%
N e v a d a IN A 1 , 2 0 0 1 ,2 1 4 1 ,5 6 9 1 ,9 4 9 * 7 4 9 + 62%
N e w  H a m p sh ir e IN A 2 0 0 3 0 0 6 0 0 1 , 0 0 0 . 3 0 0 + 400%
N e w  J e r s e y 4 , 0 0 0 5 ,7 0 0 1 6 ,2 6 0 2 5 ,1 4 3 3 0 ,0 0 0 . 2 6 , 0 0 0 .6 5 0 %
N e w  M e x ic o 49 1 S S I 1 , 0 7 3 1 ,5 5 2 2 ,0 3 1 + 1 , 5 4 0 + 314%
N e w  Y ork IN A IN A IN A IN A IN A
N o r t h  C a r o lin a 3 6 ,3 4 3 3 9 ,6 9 1 3 6 , 3 8 8 5 0 ,3 2 3 5 5 ,2 0 5 + 1 8 ,8 6 2 .5 2 %
N o r t h  D a k o ta 1 4 3 IS S 2 7 6 3 4 0 4 3 0 + 2 3 2 + 191%
O h io IN A 1 4 ,0 0 0 2 0 , 0 0 0 2 5 ,0 0 0 IN A — —
O k la h o m a 1 4 0 2 ,0 6 6 3 ,5 0 0
0
4 ,5 0 0 4 ,9 2 4 + 4 ,7 8 4 + 3 4 1 7 %
O r e g o n 0 0 3 , 7 0 0 4 , 7 0 0 + 1 , 0 0 0 + 27%
P e n n s y lv a n ia 1 9 ,0 5 3 2 9 ,0 0 0 4 2 , 6 0 0 6 0 ,0 0 0 6 5 ,0 0 0 + 4 5 ,9 4 7 + 241%
R h o d e  Islan d IN A 1 ,7 5 9 1 , 2 0 0 9 0 0 1 ,6 0 0 - 1 5 9 -9 %
S o u t h  C a r o l in a IN A 2 ,3 1 2 2 ,9 3 5 4 , 0 0 0 8 , 0 0 0 + 5 ,6 8 8 + 246%
S o u t h  D a k o ta IN A IN A 16 9 2 1 4 4 7 4 + 3 0 5 + 180%
T e n n e s s e e IN A 6 , 0 0 0 6 , 2 4 2 5,824, 4 ,8 5 5 - 1 , 1 4 5 -1 9 %
T e x a s IN A IN A IN A IN A ^ 1 7 ,5 8 0 - T
U ta h IN A 2 , 0 8 6 4 , 5 7 9 1 1 ,7 5 ! 1 5 ,3 3 7 + 1 3 ,2 5 1 + 6 3 5 %
V e r m o n t IN A 2 0 0 3 5 0 IN A IN A
V ir g in ia 2 5 ,0 0 0 2 5 ,0 0 0 3 0 , 0 0 0 4 3 ,0 0 0 5 1 ,0 0 0 + 2 6 ,0 0 0 + 104%
W a sh in g to n 1 ,3 0 0 1 ,3 0 0 2 , 1 0 0 2 , 1 0 0 3 ,0 0 0 + 1 ,7 0 0 + 131%
W e s t  V ir g in ia 1 ,8 4 1 1 ,8 4 4 2 ,7 3 0 4 ,6 2 9 4 ,0 0 4 + 2 ,1 6 3 + 117%
W isc o n s in IN A 2 ,5 0 0 4 , 3 0 0 4 , 0 0 0 5 ,5 0 0 + 3 ,0 0 0 + 1 2 0 %
W y o m in g IN A 4 0 0 9 6 0 IN A IN A - -
T O T A L S 3 8 3 ,9 3 9 5 3 5 ,4 3 6
(+ 3 9 % )
5 7 7 , 2 3 7
( + 8 %)
6 5 9 , 8 8 2  
( + 14% )
7 6 6 , 7 5 9  
( + 1 6 ,2 % )
+ 3 8 2 ,8 2 0 + 1 0 0 %
^ I n f o r m a t io n  N o t  A v a i la b le  
^ A p p r o x im a t io n
.SE A  does no t m ain tain  reco rd s
.E s t im a t io n ,  a c t u a l  n u m b e r  w i l l  b e  a v a i l a b l e  o n  J a n u a r y  I ,  1 981  
^ A p p r o x im a t io n
y S E A  d o c s  n o t  m a in t a in  r e c o r d s  
g  N o  c h ild r e n  s e r v e d  v ia  S E A  f u n d in g  
S E A  d id  n o t  m a in t a in  r e c o r d s
school year 1979-80. This figure rep resen ts over a 16 percen t increase in the 
number of children so served over th e  previous year. In a  sim ilar fashion, it  can 
also be seen th a t since school year 1975-76, 382,820 additional g ifted and ta len ted  
children have been reported  served by s ta te  education agencies. This second figure 
rep resen ts more than a 100 percen t increase in the aggregate number of g ifted  and 
ta len ted  children reported  as served over the  past five school years. What is 
perhaps even more im pressive, how ever, is the fa c t th a t th is grow th has taken 
place a t  a  tim e  when th e  overall school age population has decreased by seven 
percen t and should have resu lted  in a loss of betw een 67,000 and 112,000 gifted  and 
ta len ted  students.
In addition to dem onstrating  th e  Im pressive growth which has taken  place to 
th is population on a nationwide basis, th is tab le  also illu strates some of the major 
accom plishm ents th a t  have occurred within some of the individual s ta te s  as well. 
Looking firs t a t  the  percen t of increase in the number of g ifted and ta len ted  
children reported  as served, it  m ight be noted th a t M assachusetts, for exam ple, has 
shown over a 2,500 percen t increase; Oklahoma and Hawaii have each  indicated 
over a 3,500 percen t increase; and finally , Colorado has reported  nearly a 7,000 
percen t increase in th e  num ber of g ifted  and ta len ted  children it  has identified and 
served from 1975 to 1980. Turning to  the ac tua l number of gifted  and ta len ted  
children reported  served during th is period, it  should also be observed th a t there  
w ere five s ta te s  th a t  repo rted  serving in excess of over 20,000 new g ifted  and 
ta len ted  children: Maryland (+21,951), New Jersey  (+26,000), Virginia (+26,000), 
Indiana (+26,797), and Pennsylvania (+45,947). Finally, it should be noted th a t, in 
Table 7, only four s ta te s  reported  decreases in the  number of g ifted  and ta len ted  
children they w ere able to  serve during this tim e: Rhode Island (-159), Tennessee (- 
1,145), Illinois (-8,065) and C alifornia (-47,777).
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Percen tage  of the Poten tia l G/T Population Being Served
In 1971, U.S. Commissioner of Education Sydney Marland indicated th a t the 
use of th e  six ca tegorical definition suggested by th e  federal governm ent to 
Identify p o ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  students (i.e., those w ith dem onstrated or 
po ten tia l ability  in general in te llec tual ability , specific academ ic ap titude, 
c rea tiv e  o r productive thinking, leadership ability , visual and perform ing a rts , and 
psychom otor ability) would most likely "encompass a minimum of 3 to  5 percen t of 
th e  school population." Using 1970 school enrollm ent figures (i.e., 51.6 million 
children and youth), i t  was p ro jec ted  th a t betw een 1.5 and 2.5 million g ifted  and
ta len ted  children w ere poten tia lly  eligible to receive special education a t  th a t
33tim e.
In estim ating  the percen tage of the poten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  population 
th a t  is being served today, however, one must consider two essentia! policy factors. 
F irs t, as has been previously described, less than one-third (i.e., 16 sta tes) indicate 
they  cu rren tly  use the six -categorical definition of g iftedness as suggested by the 
original Marland R eport. Second, according to data  gathered  by the National 
C en ter for Educational S ta tis tics  (NOES), there  were 41,573,663 children and youth 
enrolled in the  public schools during the 1979-80 academ ic year. This m eans th a t 
th e re  w ere alm ost 10 million less children enrolled In public educational fac ilities 
in 1979-80 than in 1970-71. Using the m ost recen t child count, therefo re , one 
could p ro jec t th a t there  might be betw een 1.2 and 2 million g ifted  and ta len ted  
children cu rren tly  eligible for special services. If one uses the  higher 5 percen t 
ra te  of incidence for th is population. Table 7 suggests th a t  approxim ately 37 
p ercen t o f the po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  population received  services last year, 
if, on the o ther hand, one uses the  more conservative 3 percen t incidence ra te , the 
tab le  suggests th a t 61 percen t of this population was served. An earlier study
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P ercen tage  of th e  Poten tia l G /T Population Being Served
In 1971, U.S. Comm issioner of Education Sydney Marland indicated th a t the  
use of the  six ca tego rica l definition suggested by the  federa l governm ent to  
identify  po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  students (i.e., those w ith dem onstrated  or 
po ten tia l ability in general in te llec tual ability , specific  academ ic ap titude , 
c rea tiv e  or productive thinking, leadership ability , visual and perform ing a rts , and 
psycho m otor ability) would m ost likely "encompass a  minimum of 3 to  5 percen t of 
th e  school population." Using 1970 school enrollm ent figures (i.e ., 51.6 million 
children and youth), i t  was p ro jected  th a t  betw een 1.5 and 2.5 million g ifted and
ta len ted  children w ere po ten tia lly  eligible to  receive  special education a t  th a t
33tim e.
in estim ating  the percen tage  of the  po ten tia l gifted and ta len ted  population 
th a t is being served today, however, one must consider tw o essen tia l policy fac to rs. 
F irst, as has been previously described, less than one-th ird  (i.e ., 16 sta tes) indicate 
they cu rren tly  use the six -ca tegorica l definition of g iftedness as suggested by the  
original Marland R eport. Second, according to  data  ga thered  by the  N ational 
C enter for Educational S ta tis tic s  (NOES), there  w ere 41,573,663 children and youth 
enrolled in the public schools during the 1979-80 academ ic year. This m eans th a t  
th ere  w ere alm ost 10 million less children enrolled in public educational fac ilitie s  
in 1979-80 than in 1970-71. Using the most recen t child count, the re fo re , one 
could p ro jec t th a t there  m ight be betw een 1.2 and 2 million g ifted  and ta len ted  
children curren tly  eligible for special services. If one uses the  higher 5 percen t 
ra te  of incidence for th is population, Table 7 suggests th a t approxim ately 37 
percen t o f the po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  population received services last year. 
If, on the  o ther hand, one uses the more conservative 3 percen t incidence ra te , the 
tab le  suggests th a t 61 percen t of th is population was served. An earlie r study
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conducted by Z e tte l in 1979 found th a t betw een 25 and 41 percen t o f the po ten tia l 
g ifted  and ta len ted  studen ts in pubiic schools w ere then  being provided with 
services (using the 3 and 5 p ercen t incidence ra te s  respectively).^^ This would, 
there fo re , appear to  ind ica te  th a t considerable progress has been made by s ta te  
education agencies since 1980 w ith re sp ec t to  the iden tification  and provision of 
services to  these children.
It should be cau tioned , nevertheless, th a t  even w ith such progress, th is still 
m eans th a t betw een 39 to  63 percen t of th e  po ten tia l g ifted  and ta len ted  school- 
age  population in th is  country  is stili not receiving the  education they need or 
deserve. Finally, as evidenced by Table 8, th e re  a re  cu rren tly  less than one-th ird  
of th e  s ta te s  th a t rep o rt they a re  serving a percen tage of g ifted  and ta len ted  
children equal to  th ree  percen t or m ore of the ir general schooi-age population. 
Even more s tartling is the  fa c t  th a t  only one s ta te ,  Nebraska, reported serving a 
number equal to  a t  least th ree  percent of this  population in 1979-80.
S ta te  Mandation P rac tices
While the m ajority  of s ta te s  continue to  have perm issive leg islative and 
regulatory  policy, 15 s ta te s  reported  th a t they  m andated the iden tification  and 
provision of appropriate educational serv ices for th e ir  g ifted  and ta len ted  children 
during the  1979-80 school year. Each of th e  15 s ta te s , through th e ir s ta tu te s  or 
regulations, has designated  th a t th e ir  program s for the g ifted  and ta len ted  should 
be adm inistered through special education . Twelve define the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  
studen ts in term s of th e ir  being exceptional. As such, m ost m andate the 
identification  and provision of specially  designed instruction  to aH of th e ir g ifted  
and ta len ted  studen ts through language th a t  calls for the provision of special 
education for all of th e ir  excep tional children . Louisiana, for exam ple, uses the 
following language regarding th is r igh t to  education:
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TABLE 8
PERCENT OF GENERAL SCHOOL-AGE POPULATION SERVED 
AS GIFTED AND TALENTED 1979-80
5% and 
Above ».9%-4% 3.9%-3% 2.9%-2% 1.9%-1% Under 1%
NE (5.1%) VA (4.9%) MN (3.9%) IN (2.7%) CT (1.896) AL (.9%)
NC (4.8%) AK (3.8%) DE (2.7%) FL (1.796) ID (.896)
UT (4.6%) CA (3.6%) NJ (2.3%) SC (1.396) OK (.8%)
HI (3.6%) NV (1.396) LA (.796)
MD (3.5%) KS (1.0%) NM (.796)
IL (3.4%) KY (1.0%) AR (.6%)
PA (3.3%) MA (1.0%) TN (.6%)
GA (3.3%) MS (1.0%) TX (.6%)
CO (3.2%) MO (1.0%) W1 (.6%)
AZ (3.1%) OR (1.0%) NH (.6%)
R1 (1.0%) MT (.4%)




2% 7% 2396 796 2796 3596
Inform ation regarding the  reported  number of g ifted  and ta len ted  
children reported  served in 1979-80 was not available from Iowa, Maine, 
New York, Ohio, Vermont, and Wyoming.
It is and shall be the duty of s ta te , c ity , and parish public school system s of 
the S ta te  of Louisiana to  provide an appropriate , free , publicly supported 
education to  every exceptional child v/ho is a  residen t therein .
O ther s ta te s , like Pennsylvania, while legislatively defining gifted  and 
ta len ted  students as being exceptional children, have added regulatory  language 
th a t  appears to  lim it the provision of special education  to  only those who have 
"been identified:"
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E ffective July 1, 1976, all g ifted  and ta len ted  school-aged persons identified 
shall be provided with an appropria te  program  of education and/or training 
including due process p rocedures for o ther exceptional school-aged 
persons...to  determ ine the  appropriateness of the classification  and program . 
(Emphasis added)^^
South Dakota has substitu ted  the  term  "children in need of special or 
prolonged assistance" in place of those trad itionally  referred  to  as exceptional 
children. New Jersey  and Virginia, on the  o ther hand, have regulatory language 
th a t every gifted  and ta len ted  child will be provided w ith a d iffe ren tia ted  
education, and both m andate th a t  every  school d is tric t will o ffer a  program  for 
them . The New Jersey  A dm inistrative Code, for instance, s ta te s  th a t "the 
educational program (curriculum ) for each d is tric t and school shall...provide 
educational opportunities for exceptionally  gifted  and ta len ted  pupils."^"
Of the 15 s ta te s  th a t m andate th a t  services and program s be provided for 
the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  children , it is also in teresting  to  note th a t only two 
(Alaska and New Jersey) indicated  they used the broad, six -categorical definition 
of giftedness suggested by th e  M arland R eport. Eleven of these s ta te s  have, in 
fa c t, lim ited the iden tification  of this population to  those dem onstrating or capable 
of high perform ance in areas re la ted  closely to  cognitive ability  (i.e., in te llec tual 
ability , specific academ ic ap titu d e , and c rea tiv e  and productive thinking).
This fac to r needs to be taken  into account, there fo re , when one exam ines the 
percen tage of the  overall school-age population, each of these  s ta te s  serves as 
gifted  and ta len ted  (see Table 9). For instance, while Nevada reports it is serving 
only 1.3 percen t of its school population as g ifted , its  basic definition of 
"academ ically ta len ted "  children lim its the size of this population to two percent
of its  school-age population. In rea lity , the re fo re , Nevada is in fa c t providing 
serv ices to  approxim ately tw o-th ird s of its  potentially  eligible g ifted  population. 
As previously m entioned, o ther s ta te s  th a t  m andate services be provided fo r th e ir 
g ifted  and ta len ted  studen ts have considerably lim ited th e  po ten tia l num ber of 
these  individuals by specifying th a t these  services a re  to  be provided to only 
"iden tified" g ifted  and ta len ted  children. As such, "child find" ac tiv ities  to  locate  
p o ten tia l or new g ifted  and ta len ted  children in these  s ta te s  m ight be discouraged.
TABLE 9
STATES MANDATING THE IDENTIFICATION AND 
PROVISION OF APPROPRIATE SERVICES FOR 
THEIR GIFTED AND TALENTED CHILDREN
Alabama (.9 p ercen t)*  New Mexico (.7 percent)
Alaska (3.8 percen t) North Carolina (4.8 percent)
Florida (1.7 percen t) Pennsylvania (3.3 percent)
Georgia (3.3 percen t) South Dakota (A  percent)
Kansas (1.0 percen t) Tennessee (.6 percent)
Louisiana (.7 p ercen t) Virginia (4.9 percent)
Nevada (1.3 percen t) West Virginia (1.0 percent)
New Jersey  (2.3 percen t)
* P ercen t of school-age population identified and served as g ifted  
and/or ta len ted  during school year 1979-80.
R eported  S ta te  and Federal Appropriations 
For G ifted  and Talented Education
Y et another m ajor a rea  th a t  should be carefully  exam ined in discussing many 
o f  the  changes th a t have taken  p lace  in educational policy re la ted  to th e  g ifted  and 
ta len ted  is the am ount of s ta te  and federal funding th a t has been, and is cu rren tly  
being, provided to  this population. The reader should be cautioned, how ever, th a t 
much of the  data  th a t is p rin ted  below comes from only th a t which was repo rted  fay 
th e  responding individuals w ithin each S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. As such.
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many of these figures m ight rep resen t "best estim ates"  of the  level of funding 
genera ted  by the  s ta te  or w hat was appropriated  by the federal governm ent.
S ta te  A ppropriations
Table 10 d a ta  illu s tra tes  the  am ount of reported  s ta te  appropriations for the 
education of g ifted  and ta len ted  children  from school year 1975-76 to  the 1980. As 
can be seen from  th is tab le , 38 s ta te s  reported  allocating  a  to ta l of $121,772,238 
for g ifted  and ta len ted  education during school year 1979-80. This represen ts 
nearly a 17 p ercen t, or $17,565,034, increase in the  to ta l am ount of s ta te  funding 
appropriated  for th is  population over th e  previous school year. O verall, funding for 
g ifted  and ta len ted  education has w itnessed a 112 p ercen t increase over the past 
five years w ith an additional $64,426,112 being spent on these  children from s ta te
revenues.
im pressive grow th can also be seen within some of the individual s ta te s  as 
well. Looking firs t a t  th e  percen t of increase in to ta l dollars a llocated  to  the 
g ifted  and ta len ted  from 1975 to  1980, one can im m ediately recognize and 
app rec ia te  the  e ffo rts  of s ta te s  like Kansas (1161% increase), Ohio (1250% 
increase), Maine (1875% increase), Oklahoma (2067% increase) and Minnesota 
(9900% increase) in allocating  monies to  be spent on the education of g ifted  and 
ta len ted  children. Turning to  the  increase in the ac tua l number of dollars 
appropriated  to  th is population, it m ight be noted th a t  four s ta te s , Alaska, 
Mississippi, Illinois, and Texas, each  increased the to ta l amount of monies it 
a llocated  to th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  by two million or more during the  period from 
1975 to 1980.
Florida increased its  allocation  to  th is population by five million; Georgia by nearly 
seven million; Pennsylvania by $11 million; and finally. North Carolina by over $14 
million.
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T A B L E  10
S T A T E  A P P U 0 P I U A T H 1 N S  P O U  T H E  P . lP T l in  A N D  T A L E N T E D  l ‘)7 5 -S O
S T A T E 1 9 7 5 - 7 6 1 9 7 6 - 7 7 1 9 7 7 - 7 8 1 9 7 8 - 7 9 1 9 7 9 - 8 0
T O T A L  $  
I N C R E A S E
%  O F  
IN C R E A S E
A la b a m a IN A ^ $ 1 , 0 5 0 , 0 0 0 $ 2 , 4 8 2 , 0 0 0 $  2 , 4 8 2 , 0 0 0 I N A 2 $ — /
S 2 2 2 , 2 3 0 $  2 3 1 , 9 4 0 $  8 0 0 ,0 0 0 $  1 , 6 2 0 , 5 3 0 $  2 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 ^ ♦ 2 , 1 7 7 , 7 7 0 / ♦9 8 0 %
A r iz o n a 3 2 0 , 1 5 0 4 5 0 , 0 0 0 4 9 9 ,1 0 0 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 4 9 9 ,3 0 0 ♦ 1 2 9 ,1 5 0 / ♦40%
A r k a n s a s 0 0 0 0 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 /
C a l i f o r n ia 1 5 ,5 7 0 , 0 0 0 1 5 , 5 7 0 , 0 0 0 1 3 ,4 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 3 , 7 3 9 , 3 8 9 1 4 , 7 0 0 , 0 0 0 - 8 7 0 , 0 0 0 / - 6 %
C o lo r a d o 6 , 0 0 0 0 7 ,0 0 0 0 4 9 ,0 0 0 ♦ 4 3 ,0 0 0 / ♦ 717%
C o n n e c t i c u t 2 , 7 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 7 0 , 0 0 0 4 , 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 1 , 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 / •5 6 %
D e la w a r e 0 0 3 2 ,0 8 9 3 0 ,0 0 0 5 0 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 5 0 0 ,0 0 0 /
F lo r id a 1 1 ,5 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 2 , 1 3 3 , 3 6 4 1 3 , 9 4 1 , 9 0 0 1 4 , 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 6 , 5 0 0 , 0 0 0  ,  
1 0 ,5 6 8 , 7 3 5
♦ 5 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 / ♦43%
G e o r g ia 3 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 4 , 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 4 , 8 7 5 , 4 6 6 7 , 2 1 2 , 1 6 9 ♦ 6 , 9 6 8 , 7 3 5 / ♦ 194%
0 3 8 , 0 0 0 3 8 ,0 0 0 4 0 , 0 0 0 9 1 ,5 0 5 ^ ♦ 9 1 ,5 0 5 /
Id a h o 7 4 ,9 1 5 6 8 1 , 0 0 0 1 , 0 5 0 , 0 0 0 5 6 5 ,0 0 0 7 1 7 ,2 0 4 ^ ♦ 6 4 2 ,2 8 7 / ♦ 857%
I ll in o is 2 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 , 6 8 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 6 3 0 , 0 0 0 5 , 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 2 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 / ♦ 1 0 0 %
In d ia n a 0 Q 0 0 Q 1
1 0 , 0 0 0 1 0 , 0 0 0 4 5 ,0 0 0 5 0 ,0 0 0 5 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 4 0 ,0 0 0 / ♦ 4 0 0 %
K a n s a s 3 5 , 0 0 0 2 8 7 , 0 0 0 3 6 6 ,3 4 5 7 2 7 ,9 3 1 1 , 0 7 2 , 1 7 5 ♦ 9 8 7 ,1 7 5 / ♦ 1 1 6 1 %
K e n t u c k y 0 0 5 6 5 - 7 0 0 5 6 5 ,7 0 0 1 ,1 1 8 , 6 0 0 ♦ 1 , 1 1 8 , 6 0 0 /
L o u is ia n a 0 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 /
5 ,0 0 0 0 8 8 , 0 0 0 8 8 , 0 0 0 9 8 ,7 3 9 ♦ 9 8 ,7 3 9 / ♦ 1 8 7 5 %
M a r y la n d IN A 8 6 , 7 5 6 1 1 2 ,5 7 1 6 6 2 ,3 9 1 5 9 9 ,9 1 3 ^ ♦ 5 1 3 ,1 5 7 / ♦ 59%
M a s s a c h u s e t t s 0 0 0 0 0 /
M ic h ig a n 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 5 0 ,0 0 0 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 7 5 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 5 5 0 ,0 0 0 / ♦2 7 5 %
M in n e s o t a 6 , 0 0 0 6 , 0 0 0 6 , 0 0 0 6 , 0 0 0 6 0 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 5 9 4 ,0 0 0 / ♦ 9 9 0 0 %
M is s is s ip p i IN A 4 7 4 , 6 9 8 8 4 4 ,9 9 2 1 , 5 6 0 , 0 0 0 2 , 9 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 2 , 4 2 5 , 3 0 2 / ♦ 511%
M is s o u r i 3 2 3 ,6 5 1 1 , 3 2 5 , 2 6 4 1 , 6 3 9 , 3 6 2 1 , 9 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 1 , 2 7 6 , 3 4 9 1
/
♦394%
M o n ta n a 0 0 0 0 0
N e b r a s k a 2 0 5 ,0 0 0 2 3 7 . COO 4 1 2 ,0 0 0 4 1 3 , 0 0 0 INA /
N e v a d a 3 0 4 ,0 0 0 4 7 6 , 3 0 0 6 4 2 ,0 0 0 6 8 6 , 4 0 0 7 2 0 ,0 0 0 ♦ 4 1 6 ,0 0 / ♦ 137%
Ne w  H a m p s hi r e 0 0 Û 0 0 /
N ew  Je r s e y 0 5 0 , 0 0 0 7 5 ,0 0 0 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 1 0 0 , 0 0 0
Ne w  Mex ico INA INA INA INA IN A
N e w  York 4 0 ,0 0 0 4 0 , COO 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 4 1 7 , 0 0 0 I N A , !
N o r t h  C a r o l i n a 3 , 5 0 0 , 0 0 0 8 , 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 5 0 0 . 0 0 0 3 , 8 2 0 , 2 1 7 1 7 , 8 4 5 ,9 1 0 ^ ♦ 1 4 , 3 4 5 , 9 1 0 / ♦ 178%
N o r t h  D a k o t a 6 , 0 0 0 2 0 , 0 0 0 2 9 ,5 0 0 2 4 , 7 5 0 4 9 , 5 0 0 , ♦ 4 3 ,5 0 0 / ♦ 725%
1 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 ,3 5 0 ,0 0 0 ^ ♦ 1 , 2 5 0 , 0 0 0 / ♦  1250%
O k la h o m a 4 2 ,0 0 0 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 7 0 0 ,0 0 0 6 9 0 , 0 0 0 9 1 0 , 0 0 0 , ♦ 8 6 8 , 0 0 0 / ♦ 2 0 6 7 %
0 0 0 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ) 7 2 , 0 0 0 ^
2 5 ,0 0 0 ,0 0 0 ^ ^
/
P e n n s y l v a n ia 1 4 ,0 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 0 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 0 , 2 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 5 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 1 1 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 / ♦79%
R h o d e  I s la n d 0 0 0 0 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 ♦ 1 2 5 ,0 0 0 /
S o u t h  C a r o l in a 3 0 0 ,0 0 0 3 5 0 , 0 0 0 3 5 0 ,0 0 0 3 5 0 , 0 0 0 6 8 2 .0 4 9 ♦ 3 8 2 ,0 4 9 / ♦ 127%
S o u t h  D a k o t a 0 2 2 , 0 0 0 2 0 , 0 0 0 1 7 ,4 0 7 2 7 ,4 3 5 ♦ 2 7 ,4 3 5 /
T e n n e s s e e IN A 3 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 3 , 3 0 8 , 2 6 0 2 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 , 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 - 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 /
T e x a s 0 0 0 0 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 ♦ 2 , 0 0 0 , 0 0 0 /
U ta h 0 1 3 7 ,0 0 0 3 1 7 ,1 5 0 4 8 0 , 0 0 0 5 1 4 ,6 0 0 ♦ 5 1 4 ,6 0 0 /
V e r m o n t 0 0 0 0 IN A /
V ir g in ia 1 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 , 4 0 0 , 0 0 0 1 ,6 9 0 , 0 0 0 1 , 8 7 5 , 7 6 0 1 , 8 5 6 , 3 7 5  , ,  
i n a “
♦ 4 5 6 ,3 7 5 / ♦33%
W a s h in g t o n IN A IN A IN A IN A /
W e s t  V ir g in ia 2 2 5 , 0 0 0 2 2 5 , 0 0 0 5 5 2 ,0 0 0 1 , 8 0 0 , 0 0 0 2 , 0 0 4 , 2 0 0 ♦ 1 , 7 7 9 , 2 0 0 / ♦ 791%
W is c o n s in 0 0 0 0 0 /
W y o m in g 1 ,1 8 0 1 1 ,6 5 4 IN A IN A IN A - - / -
T O T A L S $ 5 7 , 3 4 6 , 1 2 6 $ 7 7 , 1 6 3 , 4 7 6 $ 8 4 , 4 4 4 , 4 3 5 $ 1 0 4 , 2 0 7 , 2 0 4 $ 1 2 1 , 7 2 7 2 , 2 3 8 $  6 4 , 4 2 6 , 1 1 2 / ♦ 1 1 2 %
g l n f o r m a i i o n  N o t  A v a i la b le  
^ A p p r o x im a t e  f i g u r e s
^ I n c lu d e s  o n ly  t e a c h e r s '  s a la r i e s  a n d  o p e r a t io n a l  c o s t s  o f  S t a t e  O f f i c e  ( G o v e r n o r 's  s c h o o l s  n o t  in c lu d e d )
^ E s t im a t io n s  ( T h e r e  is  n o  b r e a k d o w n  b e t w e e n  t h e  g i f t e d  a n d  t h e  h a n d ic a p p e d  u n d e r  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t io n )
/ M o n i e s  fo r  s u m m e r  p r o g r a m s ,  o p e r a t io n a l  c o s t s  o f  S t a t e  O f f i c e ,  a n d  in s e r v ic e  p r o g r a m s  
y T o  b e  p a id  in  1 9 S 0 -S 1
R e p r e s e n t s  c x c e p t o i n a l  c h i ld r e n ' s  f u n d s  a n d  G o v e r n o r  S c h o o l s  o n ly  ( b a s e d  o n  a v e r a g e  t e a c h e r  s a la r y  t im e s  n u m b e r  o f  C /T  t e a c h e r s )  
y P u n d s  b y  b i e n n iu m s  ( $ 2 0 0 ,0 0 0  d u r in g  1 9 7 5 - 7 7 ;  $ 6 0 0 ,0 0 0  d u r in g  1 9 7 7 - 7 9 ;  $ 4 ,6 7 5  m i l l i o n  d u r in g  1 9 7 9 - 8 1 )  
j ^ G r a n t  in  a i d  o n ly  ( S t a f f  p o s i t i o n s  a n d  e x p e n s e s  a r e  a d d i t io n a l )
. .E s t i m a t i o n s
F u n d s  b y  b i e n n iu m s  ( $ 9 1 3 ,5 0 0  d u r in g  1 9 7 5 - 7 7 ;  $ 9 3 9 ,0 0 0  d u r in g  1 9 7 7 - 7 9 ;  $ 2 .2 5  m i l l i o n  d u r in g  1 9 7 9 -8 1
TABLE 11
INDIVIDUAL STATE FUNDING PATTERNS
S ta te
1979-80 S ta te  
Appropriation 
(in dollars)
Percen tage of Total 
1979-80 R eported 
S tate  A ppropriations
Pennsylvania $25,000,000 21%
N orth C arolina 17,845,910 15%
Florida 16,500,000 14% (5)
C alifornia 14,700,000 12%
G eorgia 10,568,735 9%
71%
Illinois 5 ,200 ,000 4%
C onnecticu t 4 ,200 ,000 3%
Mississippi 2 ,900 ,000 2%
Tennessee 2 ,600 ,000 2% (12)
Alaska 2 ,400 ,000 2%
West Virginia 2 ,004 ,200 2%
Texas 2 ,000 ,000 2%
87=6
Virginia 1,856,375 2%
Missouri 1 ,600,000 1%
Ohio 1 ,350,000 1%




While such nation-wide and individual s ta te  increases in appropriations for 
the  g ifted  and ta len ted  appear quite im pressive on the su rface , a closer 
exam ination of th e  1979-80 individual s ta te  funding p a tte rn s, as shown in Table 11, 
reveals th a t ,  in rea lity , 18 s ta te s  generated  over 9<f percen t of th e  to ta l s ta te  
appropriations. More distressing is th e  fa c t th a t  nearly th ree-fou rth s (i.e., 71 
percen t) o f the  to ta l amount of s ta te  monies a llocated  to the g ifted  and ta len ted  
was gen era ted  by only five s ta te s : Pennsylvania, North C arolina, Florida,
C alifornia, and G eorgia.
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Once again, how ever, the benefit o f defining g ifted  and ta len ted  children as 
being exceptional and program m atically  adm inistering th is population through 
special education becom es readily apparen t. Sixty percen t of th e  s ta te s  showing 
th e  highest percent of increase, 75 p ercen t of th e  s ta te s  a llocating  the g rea test 
increase in ac tua l dollars spen t, and 72 p ercen t of the s ta te s  appropriating the 
la rgest am ount of monies to  th e  g ifted  and ta len ted , did so under the auspices of 
special education.
Federal A ppropriations
Forty-six  s ta te  education agencies indicated th a t  they  received a to ta l 
federa l appropriation of a t  least $9,997,370 for g ifted  and ta len ted  education 
during the school year 1979-80. As is indicated  by Table 12, the m ajority of funds 
cam e from two principal sources: (1) T itle  IV-C of the E lem entary and Secondary 
Education Act (i.e., improving local educational practice) from which a reported 
294 local school p rojects for the g ifted  and ta len ted  received a to ta l of $8,003,675: 
and (2) the U.S. O ffice of G ifted and T alented  Education, using monies from P.L. 
93-380, Section 404, which funded a t  leas t 34 s ta te  education agency projects for 
1979-80 a t a  to ta l of $1,993,695.
During the  1970's, two positive tren d s have appeared w ith relation  to  the 
provision of federal appropriations for th e  g ifted  and ta len ted . F irst, monies 
a llocated  by the s ta te s  for this population through ESEA T itle IV-C have continued 
to  rapidly escala te  since 1975. As dem onstrated  in Table 13, ESEA Title IV-C 
monies allocated  to  the g ifted  and ta len ted  have quadrupled during this tim e 
period.
Second, monies a llocated  to  this population via the U.S. O ffice of G ifted and 
Talented Education have likewise increased . Federal appropriations under P.L. 93- 
380, Section 404 (the Special P rojects Act) increased from  $2.56 to  $3.78 million in
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T A B L E  12 
S T A T E  R E P O R T E D  F E D E R A L  M O N IE S  
A L L O O A T E O  T O  T H E  C / T  !N  1 9 7 ^ - 3 0
P L  9 1 . 3 3 0 , S e r .  
4 0 4  ( m o n ie s  
f r o m  O C T )  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  
G /T  in  1 9 7 9 - 8 0
F.SE A  T i t le  
IV -C  m o n ie s  
a l l o c a t e d  
1 9 7 9 - 3 0
S t a t e
P L  9 3 - 3 8 0 , S e c .  
4 0 4  ( m o n ie s  
f r o m  O C T )  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  
G /T  in  1 9 7 9 - 8 0
E S E A  T i t le  
IV .C  m o n ie s  
a l l o c a t e d  t o  
G /T  in  1 9 7 9 - 8 0
A la b a m a $  5 1 , 3 1 2 IN A M o n ta n a $ 4 9 ,8 6 1 $  6 5 ,6 3 3
A la s k a S 7 6 , 7 0 0 0 N e b r a s k a - $  7 5 ,0 0 0
A r iz o n a $  4 4 , 8 0 0 $  1 0 , 0 0 0 N e v a d a $ 2 2 ,2 9 1 0
A r k a n s a s $ 4 6 , 3 5 3 $ 1 6 3 , 3 6 9 N . H a m p s h ir e $ 2 8 , 1 6 3 $  4 ,5 0 0
C a l i f o r n ia $ 1 9 7 ,0 1 1 $  9 1 , 7 9 3 N . l e r s e y $ 6 2 , 7 6 2 $ 2 7 5 ,0 0 0
C o lo r a d o - $ 1 1 8 , 0 7 5 N . M e x ic o - IN A
C o n n e c t i c u t S 5 8 ,5 1 3 $ 3 0 0 , 0 0 0 N . Y o rk - IN A
D e l a w a r e S  5 3 ,5 5 0 $ 1 0 9 , 0 0 0 N . C a r o l in a $ 5 3 ,0 3 1 $ 2 9 3 ,5 0 0
F lo r id a $  5 7 ,3 9 3 S 4 0 , 0 0 0 N . D a k o t a $ 3 8 , 6 4 2 $  3 3 ,0 0 0
G e o r g ia - S  6 2 , 3 0 0 - $ 7 2 6 ,1 0 3
- 0 O k la h o m a $ 9 0 , 0 0 0 $  4 0 ,0 0 0
$  6 3 , 7 7 5 S  4 , 5 1 2 O r e g o n - $  4 0 ,0 0 0
I l l in o is S 5 ,0 0 0 0 P e n n s y lv a n ia $ 5 7 , 5 0 0 $ 3 5 0 ,8 1 4
In d ia n a $  5 4 ,9 7 1 $ 2 3 4 , 6 3 7 R h o d e  Is la n d - $ 1 0 5 ,0 0 0
Io w a $ 5 8 ,1 6 2 $ 2 4 8 , 1 8 4 S . C a r o l in a $ 4 9 , 3 5 6 0
K a n s a s - $ 2 4 0 , 5 9 9 S .  D a k o t a $ 4 4 , 1 5 0 $  5 4 ,0 3 0
K e n t u c k y - $ 1 1 5 , 0 3 8 T e n n e s s e e - $ 3 0 0 ,3 2 1
L o u is ia n a $ 4 3 ,1 3 6 $ 2 8 4 , 0 0 0 T e x a s $ 4 7 , 1 6 2 $ 9 1 3 ,1 2 2
M a in e $  4 7 , 1 6 0 $  7 4 ,  5 7 5 U ta h - 0
M a r y la n d S 4 6 , 6 0 3 $ 5 4 1 ,3 0 4 V e r m o n t $ 4 5 , 5 6 0 INA
M a s s a c h u s e t t s $ 4 6 , 2 2 5 $ 6 0 0 , 0 0 0 V ir g in ia $ 5 4 , 2 6 6 $ 3 4 3 ,6 4 7
M ic h ig a n 5 5 9 .7 2 4 5 1 4 2 , COO 'W a sh in g to n - $ 2 0 0 ,1 0 6
M in n e so ta $ 3 3 , 1 2 7 $ 6 0 , 0 0 0 w'. Vi rgin ia $ 4 2 , 0 9 0 $1 1 0, 2 2 5
M is s is s ip p i S 3 7 . COO 5  6 5 , 0 0 0 W is c o n s in - $ 5 9 5, 3 7 3
M isso u r i - $ 1 3 0 , 3 6 0 W y o m in g $ 2 9 , 2 4 6 S 4 2 ,0 0 0
T O T A L S : $ 1 , 9 9 3 , 6 9 5 S S , 0 0 3 ,6 7 5
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T A B L E  n
U S r .A  T IT L E  i v - r  M O N IE S  A L L O C A T E D  T O  
T H E  G /T  F R O M  I 9 7 5 - 1 9 S 0
$S  m il l i o n  
$ 6  m i l l i o n  
m il l i o n  
$ 2  m il l i o n
( $ 3 ,0 0 3 ,6 7 5 )
( $ 3 .3 4 4 .5 4 0 )
( $ 6 ,6 4 7 ,9 5 7 )
( $ 3 ,9 1 0 ,1 0 7 )
( $ 2 ,0 8 4 ,7 4 2 )
1 9 7 6 - 7 7  1 9 7 7 - 7 3  1 9 7 3 - 7 9  1 9 7  * - ) 0
fiscal year 1979. On Novem ber 1, 1978, President C arte r signed P.L. 95-551 into 
law. C ontained in these  am endm ents to the  E lem entary Secondary Education Act 
(ESEA) was the G ifted and Talented Children's Education Act of 1978, which called 
for a substantia! increase in the am ount of monies th a t could be authorized for this 
program  (e.g., $25 million for FY 79, $30 million for FY 80, $35 million for FY 81, 
$40 million for FY 82, and $50 million for FY S3). In 1979, under this new 
au thority , appropriations for the g ifted  and ta len ted  increased to  $6.28 million for 
fiscal year 1980. And m ost recen tly , in its  proposed recom m endations for fiscal 
year 1982, the D epartm ent o f Education has strongly suggested th a t these monies 
for g ifted  and ta len ted  children be increased to a t least $10 million.
A word of cau tion , nevertheless, should be m ade with regard to the fu ture of 
federal support for th e  g ifted  and ta len ted . A t the  tim e  of th is survey, the U.S. 
House of R epresen ta tives had approved a $55 million dollar reduction in overall 
T itle  IV-C funds for fiscal year 1981. In its  proposed recom m endations for fiscal 
year 1982, the D epartm ent o f Education has likewise suggested th a t an additional 
$36.9 million be taken out o f th is  program . As these  monies currently  represen t 
the  largest single source of federa l appropriations for the g ifted  and ta len ted , such
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cu ts could obviously have serious repercussions upon the gifted and ta len ted  
com m unity.
Summary
As indicated by the  opening paragraph, th e  basic purpose of this review was
to  describe some of the more salient changes th a t have recently  taken place w ith
regard to  th e  education of g ifted  and ta len ted  children. Beginning in 1975-76, a
longitudinal study of s ta te  policy and the delivery o f serv ices to  this population was
begun and updated on an annual basis. Among th e  more significant policy
developm ents and changes th a t have taken p lace , according to  d a ta  collected  for
th e  1979-80 school year, a re  the  following item s:
Thirty-nine s ta tes  currently have legislation th a t  makes mention of or defines 
gifted and ta len ted  children.
Forty-four s ta tes  presently have regulations or guidelines regarding the 
screening and iden tification  of these children. While 58 percent of these  
s ta te s  in 1977 used a broad, six-categorical definition of g ifted  and ta len ted  
children, sim ilar, if not identical, to  the one suggested by U.S. Commissioner 
Marland in his 1971 R eport to  Congress, by 1980, only 36 percen t used such a 
defin ition .
F o rty -e igh t s ta te s  reported  having an individual a t  the  s ta te  level with 50 
p ercen t or more of the ir tim e assigned to g ifted  and ta len ted  education . 
F orty -tw o s ta te s  have fu ll-tim e persons em ployed in these positions.
Seventeen s ta te s  cu rren tly  e ither require or suggest the use of individualized 
education program s (lEP's) for the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  students.
Seventeen s ta te s  cu rren tly  e ith er require or suggest the  use of individualized 
education program s (lEP's) for the ir g ifted  and ta len ted  students.
N ineteen s ta te s  presen tly  require or suggest the use of due process 
procedures in the Identification , evaluation , and placem ent of the ir g ifted  
and ta len ted  children.
F o rty -th ree  s ta te s  indicated they served a  to ta l of 766,759 g ifted  and 
ta len ted  students during 1979-80. This figure represen ts over a 16 percen t 
increase  in the number of children so served over the  previous year and a  100 
p ercen t Increase in number served over th e  past five years.
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Using the  m ost recent public school enrollm ent figures as well as the 
p ro jec ted  th ree  to five percen t incidence ra te , i t  appears th a t betw een 37 
and 61 percen t of the estim ated  g ifted  and ta len ted  population was reported  
served during the  1979-80 school year.
F ifteen  s ta te s  m andated the  identification  and provision of appropriate 
educational services for th e ir g ifted and ta len ted  children during th is past 
school year.
T h irty -e igh t s ta te s  reported  allocating  a  to ta l of $121,772,238 for g ifted  and 
ta len ted  education during school year 1979-80. This am ount represents 
nearly  a 17 percen t, or $17.5 million increase in th e  to ta l dollars allocated to 
th is population over the previous school year. O verall, funding for gifted and 
ta len ted  education has seen a 112 percen t increase over the  past 5 years with 
an additional $64.4 million being spent on these children from  s ta te  revenues.
From a nationwide perspective, there  has been considerable change and
aw areness as  to  the need for d iffe ren tia ted  and appropriate educational program
for the  g ifted  and ta len ted . While many m ilestones have been reached,
disappointm ents have also surfaced. The O ffice for th e  G ifted and Talented has
been eliminated as of April 14, 1932 and all s ta ff  members transferred  to  other
program s. A position of G ifted and Talented Specialist has been established as
p a rt of th e  O ffice of Elem entary and Secondary Education. This position will be
headed by Frank Robinson. The form er d irec to r of the  O ffice of G ifted and
T alented , Melvin R. Ladson, has been tran sfe rred  to the Division of S ta te  and Local
Education Program s in the O ffice of E lem entary and Secondary Education. Three
form er s ta f f  mem bers of the  O ffice for G ifted and Talented have been transferred
to  the  Indian Education Program.
CHAPTER III
THE DECADE BEFORE MANDATED LEGISLATION 1969-1979 
Introduction
Noted resea rch e rs  in th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent, Donald Seliin and
Jack  Burch, believe th e  seventies w ere th e  years in which the elem ents of a
national policy for g ifted  education  w ere forged. The seventies was certa in ly  a
decade of advocacy fo r g ifted  education in Oklahoma. This decade would re f le c t
many events, re c ru it many concerned people and move the s ta te  of Oklahoma
tow ard m andatory g if ted  education . Special funds would be freed  to  ass is t the
g ifted  student, and supportive e ffo rts  of federal and s ta te  legislation would becom e
noticeab le  in this decade. While the  decade of 1969 to  1979 in Oklahoma m ight be
called  the advocacy years , th e  firs t five years of th a t decade (1969-1979) might
ap tly  be called  th e  special education years.
Until m andated legislation  was passed in Oklahoma in 1980, the g if ted  as a
m inority group w ith special needs fell under the domain of special education . The
full e x ten t of O klahom a classification  o f g ifted  students in the special education
co n tex t can b es t be dem onstra ted  by S ta te  S ta tu to ry  D efinitions of G ifted  and
Talented  children ob tained  by th e  Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) in a
nation  wide assessm ent done in 1979. Oklahoma's definition was indeed, so broad
and encom passing th a t th e  CED used Oklahoma as an exam ple of the w idest s ta tu te
in te rp re ta tion  of the te rm  "exceptional" in th e  United S tates:
Exceptional children  shall mean g ifted  children, educable m entally - 
handicapped ch ild ren , tra inab le  m enta lly -re tarded  children, speech-defective  
children, em otionally -d istu rbed  or perceptually-handicapped children, 
children w ith special health  problem s, children requiring the serv ices of a 
visiting counselor, children  with specific learning disabilities as a resu lt of 
neurological im pairm en t, m ultiple-handicapped children, and o ther
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handicapped children...w hose condition is such th a t it is im practica l or 
impossible for them  to  benefit from  or partic ip a te  in th e  regular classroom  of 
the  public schools in the d is tr ic t in which they  ^ i d e  and whose education 
requires a m odification of the  classroom  program .
It is perhaps helpful to  begin a h is to rical perspective of the  g ifted  m ovem ent
in Oklahoma in 1969. For in 1969 th e  firs t docum ented source of perm issible
funding for gifted studen ts. Larry H uff, s ta te  coordinator for the  g ifted  and
ta len ted  from  1974-1976 explained th e  s ta te 's  progress tow ard funding gifted
program s in a m agazine in terv iew .
"The 1969 legisla ture  rem oved a long standing res tric tio n  for th e  use of 
special education monies for g ifted  education . The consensus was th a t 
studen ts scoring in the IQ range of 135 and above a re  not provided for 
adequately in th e  general program . The following year, 1970, the  s ta te  
departm ent of education adopted  a plan which provided ^^nds for local school 
d is tric ts  to establish th e ir  own program s for the g ifted ."
These special program s for the g ifted  w ere funded by f la t gran ts. These were
aliocations of s ta te  money th a t w ere d istributed  on the basis of pupils and
teach e rs . The fla t gran ts took into consideration the re la tive  w ealth  of the  school
d is tr ic t. School d is tric ts  which w ere in te rested  in receiving s ta te  funds for g ifted
program s had to m eet s ta te  requirem ents to  qualify for th e  s ta te 's  allocation  of
$5,000 o ffered  for each  class. In the  sam e m agazine in terview , Larry H uff outlined
th e  standards for the gran ts.
"The teacher for the  class m ust be ce rtif ied  in some a rea  o f special 
education . There must be a t  lea s t five students in the class. If the  classroom  
is self-contained, meaning all subjects taughts by one teach er, th e re  can be 
no more than ten  studen ts. If th e  class is in conjunction with a  resource 
cen te r, a maximum of tw en ty -five  students is allowed. The third 
requirem ent is th a t each  s tuden t score 135 on an individual intelligence te s t . 
We recom m end the W echler In telligence Scale (WlSC) or the  Stanford 
Binet."
If a  school d is tr ic t com plied w ith th ese  restric tions th e  ac tua l estab lishm ent 
of the g ifted  program  was le f t up to  the  ingenuity of th a t d is tr ic t. The burden of 
funding also fell on the  local school d is tr ic t since $5,000 per year was no t enough 
to  pay the  salary of a  special education  te ac h e r. Any salary defic it would have to  
be made up by the local d is tr ic t.
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The responsibility for granting these  special $5,000 a llo tm en ts fell to  the Oklahoma
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. The special education  section  would be the
adm inistrating unit for g ifted  education.
At this point th e  researcher believes it is helpful for the reader to  have the
opportunity to  study Table 14 which depicts the  grow th of g ifted  and ta len ted
43classes In Oklahoma's public schools prior to  m andated legislation for th e  g ifted .
TABLE 14
GROWTH OF THE GIFTED MOVEMENT 1970-80
Year Classes Students S taff S ta te  Monies
1970-71 2 21 2 $ 10,000
1971-72 3 .5 47 4 18,000
1972-73 3 49 3 15,000
1973-74 5 .5 70 6 28.000
1974-75 5 .5 91 6 28.000
1975-76 8 .5 202 9 43,000
1976-77 43 2,368 165 300,000
1977-73 74 3,258 259 444,000
1978-79 115 4,500 367 690,000
1979-80 140 5,500 (approx) 910,000
One might begin by noticing how few children w ere served, how little  money
was available, and how sparse was th e  sta ffing  for th e  student group th a t national
research  indicates encom passes th ree  to  five p e rcen t of th e  to ta l school 
44population. These questions can best be answ ered by exam ining two a reas  of 
program  critic ism  in Oklahoma.
The early  program  requirem ents received critic ism  in two prom inent areas, 
identification  and staffing . The f irs t c ritic ism  was th e  re s tric tiv e  definition of 
g ifted  as tied to  l.Q. scores. In the years betw een 1970-1973, i t  appears th a t 
Oklahoma was guided by a  conservative defin ition  o f g ifted . At th e  conservation 
end of the definition continuum is Term an and A ssociates' definition (1926) of the 
g ifted  as being the top one to  th ree  p ercen t level in general in te llec tual ability  as
m easured by th e  Stanford Binet Intelligence Scale or com parable instrum ent. In 
th is definition, restric tiveness appears in te rm s of both the type of perform ance 
specified (i.e., in telligence tes ts  tasks) and the level of perform ance required to  be 
designated g ifted . The 1969 legislature had used an intelligence quotient range of 
135 and above to  make funding perm issible. The S tate  D epartm ent of Education 
had developed g ran t proposals with th is  l.Q . range identified and the Stanford Binet 
or Wechler In telligence Scale being th e  screening instrum ent.
In 1973, an Oklahoma s ta te  departm en t publication cites Paul W itty's (1951) 
definition of G ifted and Talented:**^
"G ifted and Talented children a re  those who dem onstrate consistently 
superior perform ance in any socially useful endeavor." As an addendum, the 
publication expands the definition (w ithout crediting  a source) to  include: Children 
capable of high perform ance include those with dem onstrated achievem ent and/or 
po ten tia l ability  in any of the following areas, singly or in combination:
1. general in te llec tua l ability
2. specific  academ ic ap titude
3. c rea tiv e  or productive thinking
4. leadership ability
5. visual and perform ing a r ts
6. psychom otor ability
Although W itty's definition expands th e  concept of giftedness, c ritic s  claimed 
it c rea ted  am biguity by introducing a values issue, th a t is by mentioning socially 
useful endeavor. C ritics sta ted  th a t re liab ility  or subjective m easurem ent becomes 
an issue with th is more liberal defin ition , as one must rely upon human judgment 
when determ ining "socially useful endeavor." In addition, subjective human 
judgm ent is ca lled  for in the ca tegories of c rea tiv e  or productive thinking, 
leadership ab ility , visual or perform ing a rts  and psychom otor ability.
The Oklahoma S ta te  D epartm ent of Education publication in a ttem pting  to
define gifted  and ta len ted  children had recognized the com plexity o f the term  not
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only for its  denotative m eanings, but also for its  connotative meanings. They found 
th e  te rm  giftedness to  be m ultidim ensional. The definition of gifted and ta len ted  
would continue to  change numerous tim es  until m andated legislation occurred  in 
1980 and again in 1981.
The second m ost c ited  critic ism  of th e  early  g ifted  programs was th e  staffing  
requ irem ents. From 1970 to  1978 only teach ers  w ith special education  
c e rtif ic a tio n  could teach  a g ifted  c lass.^^  One unidentified c r i tic  said th a t 
" ...ce r ta in ly  special education teach ers  who w ere trained  to teach  ch ild ren  with 
special needs, who recognized individual d iffe rences in children, who w ere skillful 
in individualized instruction  and who had had strong psychological and counseling 
tra in ing  programs in college should be v iable candidates for teaching th e  g ifted , 
b u t so should outstanding teachers who a re  c e rtif ied  in o ther areas.
In 1975 there  were nine teachers holding special education cer t if ica tion  and 
teach ing  the  109 gifted  students. In 1977 a situation  occurred th a t m ade the 
question  of continued special education ce rtif ic a tio n  an issue easily solved. The 
35th L egislature appropriated  $300,000 fo r g ifted  education . This appropriation  
w as an increase of 86 percen t over 1975 and changed the staffing  needs and 
d irec tion  of gifted education drastica lly .
With this large increase in funding the g ifted  program s which had been 
predom inantly  aim ed a t the elem en tary  level expanded to  secondary schools and 
requ ired  teacher c e rtif ica tio n  based on academ ic preparation . S tate  s ta tu te s  for 
teach ing  a t  the secondary level rem oved th e  special education ce rtif ic a tio n  
requ irem en t.
The $300,000 appropriation  changed the  en tire  scope and d irec tion  of the 
g ifted  m ovem ent in Oklahoma. The S ta te  D epartm ent of Education was now faced 
w ith  providing im m ediate inservice and tra in ing  for the additional s ta f f  m em bers 
th e  funding accom m odated.
Research reveals th a t the teach er is the key to  e ffec tiv e  program s and 
e ffec tiv e  use of resources. Experience with program s and inservice preparation  
produce more favorable a ttitu d e s  in teachers  tow ard both g ifted  children and 
special program s. With th is in mind th e  S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education 
sponsored two very im portan t g ifted  and ta len ted  conferences.
On Septem ber 23-24, 1977, a program  en titled  Moving On was sponsored by 
the  Oklahoma S ta te  D epartm ent of Education and the  Oklahoma County Regional 
Education C enter. The tr iad  of speakers w ere nationally  recognized leaders in the 
g ifted  m ovem ent: Dr. Joseph Renzulli, Professor of E ducational Psychology a t  the 
University o f C onnecticut, Dr. Donald T reffinger, Professor of Educational 
Psychology a t  the U niversity o f Kansas, and Dr. John Feldhuser, P rofessor of 
Educational Psychology a t  Purdue University.
A second conference in the sam e year was again sponsored by the Oklahoma 
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. The key speaker was Dr. John Gowan, professor of 
education psychology a t  C alifornia S ta te  U niversity. Dr. Gowan is o ften  c ited  as 
one of th e  leading experts  in g ifted  education nationally . Never before in 
Oklahoma had so many educato rs, paren ts, and concerned c itizens gathered to  hear 
about the  plight and possibilities of g ifted  youngsters. Oklahoma had never had the 
w eight o f nationally  known experts bringing testim ony, a ttitu d es , and plans for 
g ifted  education in such a  concerted  m anner. These conferences, both w ithin a 
tim e  fram e of e igh t months, w ere instrum ental in helping the  g ifted  program  and 
creating  advocacy groups.
In te rest Groups
In po litical system s, policy making is always shared by both form al and 
49inform al agencies. Form ally, th e  leg islatures and courts have the ir
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constitu tionally  given responsibilities. Informally, in te rest groups, political 
parties, com m unication m edia and others ex e rt pressures from inside and outside 
th e  form al system  in Oklahoma. During the decade of the seventies there  em erged 
form al and inform al groups th a t  would indeed ex e rt pressure on th e  g ifted  and 
ta len ted  m ovem ent. In addition to  these  in te re s t groups th a t form ed in this decade 
we also see for the f irs t tim e  an Oklahoma governor taking a form al and 
affirm ative  position on g ifted  education .
Oklahoma's firs t organized in te re s t group for g ifted  youngsters began in 
G uthrie, Oklahoma, on O ctober 10, 1973.^^ Eventually this in te re s t group was 
named Oklahomans for G ifted  and Talented (OGT). This organization was formed 
as a resu lt of a  G uthrie E ducational Needs Assessment Survey. The survey was 
taken to assess the  opportun ities for g ifted  students in the  G uthrie D istric t, and 
the assessment indicated the needs of gifted and talented students were not being 
m et. In 1973, the superin tendent of Guthrie, Bill Wagner, called a m eeting of the 
parents o f all students iden tified  by the facu lty  as needing additional education 
services. The main speaker th a t evening was Zela A rnett, G uthrie school 
psychologist and coordinator of th e  Needs A ssessment C om m ittee. During open 
discussion a t this m eeting the  paren ts voted to  form  an organization to  enable 
them  to  work in a united e f fo r t for g ifted  students. C orrespondence and officia l 
OGT publications make i t  abundantly  c lea r th a t OGT is to  be a paren t led 
organization. Although professional educators are  not excluded from  mem bership, 
they  are not to  serve as o ffice rs  or board mem bers.
This em phasis on p aren t leadership proved to  be an im portant point when 
o ther in te rest groups began to  fo rm . Leadership did indeed com e from parents. 
Lynn Shepard served as th e  f irs t chairperson of Oklahomans for G ifted and 
Talented. Dick Sutherland served as the f irs t s ta te  chairoerson. Oklahomans for
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G ifted and Talented provided the  um brella for organizations of local parents and 
educators in o ther com m unities throughout the s ta te  o f Oklahoma. From its 
conception th is organization stressed  the need for legislative support. In the 
organization 's f irs t new sle tter they  s ta ted ;
E fforts in the a reas  of legislation a re  im portan t. We need to  make provisions 
for all g ifted  children in th e  S ta te  of Oklahoma, no t for just the few who 
belong to  associations such as ours. This enrichm ent belongs in the schools; 
work to  ge t it th e re . Become fam iliar w ith existing s ta te  legislation and with 
cu rren t proposed legislation. Take advantage of every  opportunity to  educate 
your legislators about the need for substan tia l and meaningful program s for 
g ifted children.
A fter four years of planning and refining, the  OGT organization was accep ted  
as an affiliate of TAG on April 14, 1977.^^ TAG is the national association for the 
g ifted  and form s a division of the  Council for Exceptional Children. TAG, as the 
national agency for g ifted  youngsters, im m ediately assisted  local chap te rs of OGT 
w ith national resources. The Edmond OGT, under the d irection  of Mildred Mickesh, 
becam e the  firs t Oklahoma ch ap te r to  a ff ilia te  w ith TAG, followed shortly by 
Norman's chap ter headed by Ann K err and Molly G riffith . Shifra Silberman 
represen ted  th e  Putnam C ity School D istric t. By the end of 1977 eight chap te rs of 
the  OGT w ere m em bers of TAG.
The OGT Association brought visibility , knowledge, and special program s to 
th e  people of Oklahoma, as they rep resen ted  th e  in te re s t of g ifted  studen ts. This 
association was the f irs t to  bring local and nationally known g ifted  au thorities to 
th e  s ta te  of Oklahoma. Beginning as early  as 1973, OGT sponsored one of the  firs t 
s ta te  conferences to  address g ifted  education , which was held a t  C entral S tate  
U niversity. In 1976, an im portan t s ta tew ide  conference a t  Oklahoma C ity
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University brought tw o of the nation 's experts  on gifted  education. Among the 
many speakers a t  th a t conference w ere Dr. Irving Sato, d irector of the  
N ational/S ta te  Leadership Training Institu te ; Dr. Mary Meeker, noted au thority  on 
the  model stru c tu re  of th e  in te lle c t, and Dr. Harry Haswell, regional 
rep resen ta tive  from the O ffice of the  G ifted and Talented, United S tates O ffice of 
E ducation. As keynote speaker. Dr. Haswell informed the  pubiic school 
adm in istra to rs in a ttendance  about available funds for gifted  education. As a 
resu lt of Haswell's assistance, Tahlequah was funded for th irty -seven  g ifted  
program s and G uthrie received f i f ty  percen t o f funding for a S tructure of In te llec t 
instruction .
In addition to  sponsoring conferences, the  OGT published and d istributed , on a 
statew ide basis, various forms of lite ra tu re  to  enhance the knowledge about g ifted  
education, ongoing concerns, and ac tua l program  descriptions. One of th e ir 
earlies t e ffo rts  to lobby for g ifted  legislation was a handbook highlighting Senate 
Bill 4S6 which had provisions for g ifted  education . During the 1976-77 school years 
OGT produced the firs t publication to  sum m arize the program s, m aterials, and 
m ethods being used in the  public schools' g ifted  program s. This was the f irs t tim e  
in Oklahoma th a t  a sum m arization of th is type had been compiled.
OGT dissolved them selves som etim e prior to  O ctober 3, 1978.'^^ The 
organization had been a dynamic fo rce  in generating  an in te rest in g if ted /ta len ted  
education in Oklahoma. They had not continued as an association to  see the 
passage o f th e  m andated legislation for g ifted , but so much of the leg islative 
language in the  two successful bills was th e re  because of the groundwork they  had 
laid. The passage of SB 21 k would con tain  key elem ents of their goals and 
objectives as w ritten  in 1974. These included:
1. m andated and appropriated  legislation for g ifted  students
2. a  separa te  section within the S ta te  D epartm ent of Education
3. a  full tim e adm in istra to r and s ta ff  to  im plem ent the program
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In the sum m er of 1978 a new in te re s t group for g ifted  education appeared on 
th e  Oklahoma scene.^^ While th e  OGT had stressed  the role of paren ts in their 
o rganization , this new group lauded th e  professional educato r. They called 
them selves Oklahoma A ssociation for th e  G ifted -C reative-T alen ted , Incorporated. 
They would abbrev iate  the ir organization  moniker to  O.A.G.C.T. and use the 
abbrev ia ted  form . The firs t presiden t of th e  association would be B arbara Blake, 
a t  th a t tim e  D irector of the G ifted  and Talented Math program  a t  Moore High 
School (Appendix B, pg 115, lists Board of D irectors OAGCT).
The Oklahoma Association for the G ifted-C reative-T alen ted  en te red  into 
O klahom a's g ifted  m ovem ent w ith groundwork prepared by OGT. Indeed some of 
th e  fo rm er m em bers of OGT joined this new advocacy group for g ifted  education. 
When a board of d irec to rs  was c rea ted  for th e  1979-1980 year the organization 
represented  a wide spectrum of interests: public school professionals, university 
personnel, paren t groups and one S ta te  D epartm ent of Education m em ber. Among 
its  mem bership w ere people who had previous involvement in th e  g ifted  m ovem ent. 
One m em ber, Larry Huff, had been the coordinator of the g ifted  sec tion  of the 
S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education from  1974 to  1976. Dr. Kay Bull, a  professor from 
Oklahoma S ta te  U niversity had worked extensively in assisting advocate  groups in 
th e  a rea  o f iden tification  of g ifted . Bull's contributions included a com pilation of 
nationally  recognized te s ts  for identifying g ifted  and ta len ted  students.
In co n tra s t to  the d ifficu lt ground th a t OGT was forced to  plow, O.A.G.C.T. 
b en e fitted  from  several favorable conditions:
1. Oil revenues made possible a much improved s ta te  econom ic base for 
funding special program s.
2. Prior conferences on g ifted  education had already fostered  an improved 
understanding and expanded knowledge base regarding th e  g ifted  and 
ta len ted  student.
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I t was also a t  this tim e  in 1979 th a t Speaker of the House D raper established 
his desire  to  sponsor legislation for the g if ted . The O.A.G.C.T. becam e very 
involved in assisting th is move tow ards m andated  program s. In pursuit of this 
ob jec tive , the executive com m ittee  of the  O .A.G.C.T. m et on January  26, 1980 to  
study research  m ate ria ls  supplied to  them  by Speaker D raper. Their f irs t step  was 
to  arrive  a t  a  definition for th e  g ifted . Their definition, which follows, is of 
special im portance because it would be the  defin ition  used by legislators in d rafting  
the  b ill for m andated program s for the  g ifted :
G ifted and ta len ted  children a re  those identified by professionally qualified 
persons who by v irtue  of outstanding ab ilities a re  capable of high 
perform ance. Those children who require d ifferen tia ted  educational 
program s and services beyond those norm ally provided by the regular school 
program  in order to rea lize  the ir contribution  to self and society . Children 
capable of high perform ance include those with dem onstrated achievem ent 
and /or po ten tia l in the  following areas:
1. G eneral in te llec tua l ability
2. Specific academ ic ap titude
3. C reative  or productive thinking 
Leadership abiiity
5. Visual and perform ing a rts
As the evolution of the  g ifted  bill. House Bill 1816, becam e a rea lity , the 
Oklahoma A ssociation for th e  G ifted -C reative-T alen ted  becam e ac tive  
p artic ip an ts  in the  bill's construction  and in leg isla tive lobbying. The A ssociation 
stayed in constant touch with legisiators, a ttended  study sessions, and in general 
both pushed and m onitored the bill's progress.
When House Bill 1816 was passed, the Oklahoma Association for th e  G ifted- 
C reative-T alen ted  new sle tter carried  cautions and identified specific issues as yet 
unresolved:
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"...O ur essential challenge has just begun. F irst we must search the 
lite ra tu re  to  be knowledgeable of existing and impending program s if we a re  
to  inform and educate  the influential public about the  needs of G ifted and 
Talented children. Knowledge m ust be shared. T herefore, inform ation m ust 
becom e available and shared. Legislative m andates are  flaccid w ithout the  
vigorous im plem entation of knowledgeable individuals. This means i t  will 
tak e  tim e  and a ll the  energy we can give to insure Oklahoma's G ifted and 
Talented program is unparalleled in the  nation... Since G ifted Education is a 
re la tive ly  new fie ld , we should o ffe r our services and encouragem ent o t the 
S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education, colleges, and Regional Service C enters. 
There is an im m ediate need for teach e r training, resource m aterial, program  
guidelines, and public rela tions. We should ask for a proper teacher 
cert if ication  for Gifted and Talented children. The s ta te  universities and 
colleges should begin teacher train ing  relative to the needs of the G ifted and 
Talented children...
Thus, in conjunction with OGT which had earlie r prom oted the active
involvem ent of in te rested  paren ts, and laid a broad-based foundation, the
Oklahoma Association for the G ifted-C reative-T alen ted  added an all im portant
ingredient o f form al professional involvem ent. As one of the  te r tia ry  in te res t
groups it played an essen tia l role in sustaining the drive tow ards establishing
m andated  legislation in behalf of the g ifted  and ta len ted .
The Oklahoma Leadership Training Institu te  team s of 1974 and 1975
presented  to  the  S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education and to  the Senate and House
C om m ittee  on Common Education a  plan for gifted education in Oklahoma. The
plan, according to one legislative m em ber, showed realistically  which item s had to
59be addressed before g ifted  education could be a reality  in the  s ta te  of Oklahoma.
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While not an " in terest group" in the trad itional sense of th e  term , the 
N ational/S tate  Leadership Training Institu te  (N/SLTI) played an Im portant 
advocate  role in Oklahoma. F irst the  im portance of the N/5LTI on a national level 
must be recognized. In 1972 the O ffice of th e  G ifted and Talented in Washington, 
D. C. s ta ted  th a t the ir highest p rio rity  was to  strengthen s ta te  leadership in the 
g ifted  education arena. For th is purpose the  N/SLTI was created  and funded. The 
N/SLTI had the mission to  tra in  team s of five leaders for every s ta te  so th a t they 
would have significant input in the making of education policy. Each team  was to  
consist of one s ta te  leader, one local educational represen tative, one non-educator 
and tw o mem bers se lec ted  from a paren t, academ ic, or comm unity group. This 
Institu te 's  goals were to  give focus to  developing sensitivity  to  th e  educational 
needs of the g ifted , to training educators in g ifted  education, and in helping to plan 
for the special educational needs of g ifted  chidlren a t the s ta te  and local levels. 
The goals for s ta te  team s would more specifically  provide th e  leadership for 
re levan t legislation, funding and com m unity support, and m edia coverage. 
Oklahoma had mem bership team s in 1974 and 1975 tha t would im pact on the g ifted  
movem ent (Appendix C, pg. 117, lists mem bers).
With the plan c rea ted  by th e  Oklahoma Leadership Training Institu te  as a 
foudation, Leslie Fisher, Superintendent of th e  S tate  D epartm ent of Education 
c rea ted  a task force on April 26, 1976 sta ting : "I feel the tim e is now right for a 
new educational th rust for the g ifted  and ta len ted  students in Oklahoma."^^ The 
firs t m eeting was chaired  by Larry H uff, coordinator for the G ifted and Talented in 
the S tate D epartm ent of Education. The task force had an im pressive membership 
including a rep resen ta tive  from Governor Boren's o ffice (see Appendix G for 
membership). The task  force was shortlived. An unidentified S tate  D epartm ent of 
Education member disbanded the task  force on August 26, 1976.
Some mem bers of the  task force speculated  th a t th e ir tenure  was of short 
du ra tion  because th e  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education was not com fortab le  w ith an 
educational liaison mem ber from the  Governor's o ffice on the  task  force. It is 
in te restin g  to  note th a t  Governor Boren would address the  need of g ifted  education 
in his 1976 and 1977 S ta te  address and a llo ca te  seed money for program s. One can 
only specu la te  as to  the  ro le th e  liaison m em ber had on gubernatoria l policy tow ard 
the g if ted . It is, how ever, w orth m entioning th a t the  allocation  for g ifted  
education  increased by eight-six percen t in 1976 over the 1975 allocation .
Although Governor Boren may not be viewed as an in te re s t group, he was an 
in te re s ted  individual and was im portant in th is con tex t for the m antle  of leadership 
he assum ed in the area  of g ifted  and ta len ted  education. Although gubernatorial 
policy leadership can be of in terest  in many sta tes , it is particularly  interesting 
when examining the gif ted movement in Oklahoma. Research indicates th a t  only 
one Oklahoma governor in itia ted  and encouraged statew ide g ifted  education. This 
was G overnor Boren. His personal background and achievem ents may have fostered  
an in te re s t and focus on th e  gifted and ta len ted . An experienced senator explained 
it  th is  way:
"Legislation derives from personal experiences. What many people don't 
understand about th e  legislative process is th a t in th a t absence of an 
adm in istra to r to  give the  whole process some motion, th e  thing will simply 
com e to  a halt. There's got to be somebody som ewhere in itia ting  things, 
prom oting things, putting  programs down on paper.
In examining Boren's own educational background and educational 
opportun ities, his positive stance for g ifted  education may not seem surprising. 
Boren a tten d ed  Seminole Public Schools for te n  years where he was an a ll-S ta te  
band m em ber, class president and championship debater. During his last tw o years 
in high school in Washington, D. C. he graduated  near the  top of his class and was
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a Washington, D. C. debate  cham pion. A fter high school graduation, Boren w ent on 
to  Yale U niversity, where he was e lec ted  to  Phi B eta Kappa and graduated in th e  
top  one percen t o f his class. He was se lec ted  as a  Rhodes Scholar to  represen t 
Oklahoma a t  Oxford U niversity in England, w here he received  a m aster's degree in 
governm ent and econom ics. R eturning to  Oklahoma, he received his law degree 
from  the U niversity of Oklahoma C ollege of Law and was awarded th e  Bledsoe 
P rize as the outstanding graduate  by a  vo te  of the  facu lty . In a cu rren t n ew sle tter, 
Boren's support for education is anno tated :
"The form er Rhodes Scholar re f le c ted  his own deep belief in th e  value of 
education through th e  program s which he advocated . For the firs t tim e, 
s ta te  funded program s for the g ifted  w ere s ta rted ."^^
Another annotation cites:
"Governor Boren supported programs to  m eet the individual needs of all 
Oklahoma students. During his te rm , tw o "pet" p ro jects of his own w ere 
s ta rted . S ta te  funded program s for the g ifted  and ta len ted  elem entary  and 
secondary students w ere in itia ted . In addition , th e  Scholar-Leadership 
Enrichm ent was continued."^^
This program , originated by Boren's drawing on his own academ ic experience, 
brought the most g ifted  college students in th e  s ta te  from all campuses to  a tten d  
special periods o f sem inar study a t  th e  U niversity  of Oklahoma w ith leading 
nationally-known scholars and experts in th e ir  field  who cam e to  Oklahoma as 
special short-term  visiting teachers . The early  Scholarship-Leadership Enrichm ent 
Program was no t lim ited  to  university  studen ts. G ifted and ta len ted  youngsters 
from  several school d is tric ts  p artic ip a ted  in th is program .
Under Governor Boren's leadership, Oklahoma made a  major forw ard step  in 
education. During the Boren adm inistra tion , Oklahoma ranked near th e  top of a ll
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States in the percen tage  of increased funding for education.^^ This increase in 
funding s ta rted  the  firs t significant monies for g ifted  education in the  form  of a 
$300,000 ailocation for g ifted  for the  1976-77 school year.
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CHAPTER IV 
THE LEGISLATIVE YEARS 1969-1979
Introduction
Frosty Troy, Oklahoma political com m entator, w rites in the  Oklahoma 
O bserver^^ th a t the m ost neglected child in Oklahoma is the g ifted  or ta len ted  
child. He lam ents th e  leg islature 's p riorities:
"Must a L egislature which always finds money for ra ttlesnake round-ups and 
political parks, expressways and w aterm elon festivals, neglect any of the 
children of Oklahoma? Anti- intellectualism in the Oklahoma Legislature is 
not new, it is a product of the good o!' boy syndrome; drinkin' and playin' and 
havin' a fine ol tim e in Big OKe City."
He ends his com m entary  by calling the  g ifted  child th e  "disposable children" and 
pleads for decent s ta te  leadership.
L egislative A ttem pts
L egislative h istory and research show many legislative a ttem p ts  to  provide 
opportunities for the g ifted . In a 1979 fac t shee t to  Senator Dan D raper^^ a 
leg isla tive s ta ff  researcher chronicled the  various legislative effo rts  to  provide 
special educational considerations for the g ifted . This evolution tow ard a 
legislatively  m andated program  is perhaps best illu stra ted  by exam ining those 
unsuccessful bills th a t laid a foundation for the  eventual passage of m andated 
legislation.
Legislative h istory  shows th a t 1976 served as a w atershed year in the 
developm ent of g ifted  and ta len ted  classes. In Table 14 is depicted the steady
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TABLE 15
GIFTED AND TALENTED FACT SHEET TABLE 1970-80
Y ear Classes Students S taff S ta te  Monies
1970-71 2 21 2 $ 10,000
1971-72 3 .5 47 4 18,000
1972-73 3 49 3 15,000
1973-74 5 .5 70 6 28,000
1974-75 5 .5 91 6 28,000
1975-76 8 .5 202 9 43,000
1976-77 43 2,868 165 300,000
1977-78 74 3,258 259 444,000
1978-79 115 4,500 367 690,000
1979-80 
(as of Dec)
140 5,500 (approx) 910,000
increase  in the number of classes, students, s ta f f  and s ta te  monies toward g ifted  
education th a t occurred before m andated legislation in 1980.
In 1976 during the  35th legislature, second s e s s io n ,S e n a to r  Jam es Howell, 
chairm an of th e  Senate Common Education C om m ittee, introduced the firs t 
a tte m p t to  m andate education for th e  sta te 's  g ifted  and ta len ted  children. This bill 
would be numbered Senate Bill 486.
"In p a rticu la r, SB 486 d irec ted  the S ta te  D epartm ent of Education to : (1) 
Provide inservice train ing  fo r teachers, paren ts, adm inistrators, college 
personnel and in te rested  lay people, (2) Provide recom m endations to  the 
S ta te  Board of Education concerning qualifications of teachers for g ifted  and 
ta len ted  and recom m endations for degree program s and short course sem inars 
for the  p reparation  of teaching personnel for g ifted  and ta len ted , and (3) 
Provide any o ther program s, fac ilities, supplies, e tc . necessary to  im plem ent 
th is a c t. Finally, Section 6 of SB 486 s ta te s , "In im plem enting this a c t  every  
e ffo rt shall be m ade to combine funds appropriated  for this purpose w ith 
funds available from  all o ther sources, federa l, s ta te , local or p rivate , in
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order to achieve maximum benefits  for improving education of gifted  and 
ta len ted  children."
SB 486 passed the  Senate and House C om m ittee on Common Education, then 
died in House Appropriations and the Budget C om m ittee. In the  sam e year and 
session, Senate Bill 536 was introduced by Senators Crow and Randle and 
R epresen tatives Miskelly and Davis (Don). Senate Bill 536 introduced common 
schools funding and included a  line item  for "Program s for G ifted and Talented 
C hildren." The introduced version se t the am ount firs t a t  $180,000 and it  had 
reached $300,000 when it passed the Senate. The language in the  bill s ta ted , "It is 
th e  in ten t of the  Legislature th a t , of the  funds allocated  in Section 5 for Programs 
for G ifted and Talented C hildren, th e  sum of Two Hundred Twenty Thousand 
Dollars ($220,000) be used to establish tw enty-tw o model program s for the teaching 
of gifted and ta len ted  children to  be funded a t  Ten Thousand Dollars ($10,000) per 
program . It is fu rth e r the in ten t of the Legislature th a t 10 of the above programs 
be established in m etropolitan  areas of Oklahoma and tw elve programs be 
established in ru ra l areas of Oklahoma. The rem aining funds shall be used to 
conduct a sta tew ide need assessm ent, provide inservlce train ing for teachers 
re la tive  to  teaching gifted  and ta len ted  children and purchase instructional 
m ateria ls  and m edia designed specifically  for g ifted  and ta len ted  children."
The gifted  and ta len ted  line item  and langauge in SB 536 was deleted  in the 
House A ppropriations and Budget C om m ittee and substitu ted  w ith language which 
said, "Sec. 13, B -  It is the in ten t of the  L egislature th a t, of th e  funds a llocated  for 
new Special Education Program s, an amount approved by the S ta te  Board of 
Education shall be used to establish  program s for the  teach ing  of gifted and 
ta len ted  students. The S tate  Board of Education is hereby authorized and directed 
to  prom ulgate such rules and regulations as may be necessary  for the 
estab lishm ent, developm ent and operation of such program s."
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Senate Bill 538 passed w ith a $300,000 appropriation for g ifted  programs. 
The im portance of this huge increase  over the $43,000 allocated  In 1974-75 is 
especially  v ita l when considering national research  conducted during this tim e 
fram e. The national research  Indicated th a t s ta te  and local education agencies 
bear 92 pe rcen t o f all educational co st for g ifted  program s.
In 1976 a final th ru st for g ifted  and ta len ted  legislation was a ttem pted  with 
Senate Bill 704 introduced by R epresen ta tives F. Smith and Don Davis (A.S.L. 
1976, Ch. 14). This bill expanded th e  P rescrip tive Teaching A ct of 1974 to  Include 
the  expensive and d ifficu lt screening for g ifted  and ta len ted  children a t  Regional 
Service C enters. (70 O.S. Supp. 1979, 1210.272).^^
It was with the  backdrop o f these prior legisla tive a ttem p ts  th a t 
R epresen ta tives D raper, D eatherage and Fried em barked on another legislative 
th ru st for g ifted  education in the 37th session of the L egislature, December 3, 
1979.
It was fo rtu n a te  for proponents of g ifted education th a t legislative leadership 
would now be carried  by rep resen ta tives wielding pov/erful positions. 
R epresen ta tive  D raper was the Speaker of the House a t  the  s ta r t  of the 37th 
session. He had begun his legislative ca ree r in th e  33rd Legislative Session in 1971- 
72. He had been re -e lec ted  five tim es w ithout opposition. As Speaker he presided 
over th e  House while It was in session, acted  as the ch ief spokesman for the House 
in C onference w ith the leadership of the Senate and th e  Governor's o ffice, and 
dea lt w ith S ta te  agencies. His responsibilities included the  appointm ent of the  
chairm an, v ice chairm an, and m em bership of all standing and special House 
com m ittees . A dditionally, he assigned all bills and joint resolutions to the ir 
respective com m ittees . As Speaker he was also an ex -offic io  voting member of all 
com m ittees in the  House. Indeed, Speaker D raper was in a  powerful position to  
in troduce a bill. He would align him self w ith another rep resen ta tive , C le ta
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D eatherage, who also held an influential position as chairm an of the House 
A ppropriations and Budget C om m ittee. In recen t years the big decisions have been 
mostly financial, and on th a t  basis the  people who make appropriations a re  the  ones 
viewed as having pow er. Money, it is o ften  said, is the  c ritic a l ingredient of 
governm ent, largely determ ining w hether policies ge t transla ted  into concre te  
service and ac tion . As one Oklahoma legislator said in regards to  D eatherage's 
position: "If you've got your hands on the  money, th a t 's  the only language anyone 
understands in s ta te  governm ent. If you grab them  by the ir budgets, the ir hea rts  
and minds follow."^^
Having R epresen ta tive  D eatherage co-author the  g ifted  and ta len ted  bill 
would be an Im portant and positive fac to r fo r the  g ifted  m ovem ent. She was joined 
in her support for g ifted  education by R epresen tative Fried, chairman of the 
Common Education C om m ittee , and Senator Howell, long a proponent of g ifted  
education.
The legislation m andated for gifted education th a t R epresentatives D raper, 
D eatherage and Fried introduced to  the 37th session of the Oklahoma Legislature 
was called House Bill 1816. R epresen ta tive  D raper p resented  the first reading on 
February 2, 1980.^^ By June 4, 1980, Governor George Nigh signed the legislation 
into law, e ffec tiv e  July 1, 1981. House Bill 1816, the f irs t m andated legislation for 
g ifted  and ta len ted  education, was made m ore palatab le  by giving school d is tric ts  
one full year of lead tim e  to  develop th e ir program s and determ ine how they would 
serve g ifted  and ta len ted  children.
House Bill 1816
The passage of House Bill 1816 was not w ithout problems. Nor was the  ac tu a l 
construction  of the  bill. While House Bill 1816 was being w ritten  by leg islators, 
educato rs, and other in terested  partic ipan ts , Oklahomans were m eeting the sam e 
com plexities the  Marland C om m ittee  in 1972 had encountered while addressing the
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problem of gifted  education on a national level. House tapes verify the d ifficu lty  
experienced in agreeing on a definition of g ifted , on th e  procedures for 
iden tifica tion , and m ost d ifficu lt for the legislators, a source of funding for this 
proposed bill. House Bill 1816 se ttled  on the following as a definition for g ifted 
and ta len ted .
G ifted and ta len ted  children mean those children identified  a t the preschool, 
e lem entary  and secondary level as having dem onstrated  po ten tia l ab ilities  of 
high perform ance capability  and needing d iffe ren tia ted  education or services 
beyond those being provided by th e  regular school program . C apability areas 
will include, but no t be lim ited to , the following:
a . in te llec tual ability
b. c rea tive  thinking ability
c . leadership ability
d. visual and performing ar^s ability
e. specific ability aptitude
it was in these early  stages th a t  the C om m ittee on Common Education 
conducted hearings on House Bill 1816. One m eeting in Seminole, Oklahoma on 
November 5, 1980 was transcribed and brought fo rth  concerns from an im portant 
advocate  group, the Oklahoma Association for the  G ifted, C reative and T alented. 
The hearing was conducted by R epresen tative Randle and is the only transcribed  
open hearing on House Bill 1816 this researcher could find in ex istence.^^  The 
hearing provides for the in te rested  reader the best coverage available to  identify 
concerns, strengths, and general recep tion  to  House Bill 1816. This researcher has 
se lec ted  pertinen t testim ony from  th a t  lengthy hearing to  identify  the range of 
spokespeople and the ir concerns. A transcribed sum m ary of th a t testim ony 
follows:
Chairm an Randle recognized Ms. Barbara Blake, Past President of the 
Oklahoma Association for th e  G ifted, C reative and T alented. Ms. Blake said 
th e re  is a  strong feeling in her organization th a t  House Bill 1816 does too 
much too quickly. Problem s she forsees are these : the s ta te  colleges a re  not 
equipped yet for adequate teach e r preparation  in th is a rea , the Regional 
Education Service C enters are  no t prepared for the  testing  required, and no
6(f
money has been provided as of y e t. Ms. Blake noted th a t no o ther s ta te  has 
a ttem p ted  to  im plem ent the  education  in grades kindergarten  through 12 a t  
once and said th a t the s ta te 's  m andate needs to  be redefined to  allow for 
m ore tim e and planning. If th is is not done, she fe lt th a t the program would 
fa il. Ms. Blake thanked the  L egislature for its help and concern, but asked 
for tim e and money.
Chairm an Randle then introduced Mike Stanbough of Lawtonians for the 
Enrichm ent o f G ifted and C reative  C hildren. Mr. Stanbough com m ented th a t 
he is not an educator, b u t the  paren t of a  g ifted  child. He said he worked to  
bring about com prehensive education  for c rea tiv e , g ifted  and ta len ted  
children in C alifornia and com plim ented Oklahoma on its  in ten t in House Bill 
1816. Basically, Mr. Stanbough re ite ra te d  Ms. Blake's concerns w ith moving 
too  quickly in im plem enting H.B. 1816. He fe lt the  words "creative" and 
"ta len ted" should be added to  th e  legislation in Section 13-101, and the  whole 
a rea  should be taken out of the  special education provisions to avoid 
procedural draw backs. Mr. Stanbough s ta ted  th a t the  methods of 
iden tification  w ere done well in th e  bill, particu larly , the  m ulti-m ethods of 
identifying w ere good. Mr. Stanbough also fe lt th e  outside resources 
m entioned and the lim itation  on class size w ere accep tab le . Lastly, he 
reem phasized th e  need for funding.
Chairm an Randle recognized Jack Isch, A dm inistrative A ssistant for the 
Oklahoma City Public Schools, who said his district supported the program 
but desperately needed money. Mr. Isch projected th a t  H.B. 1815 will cost 
Oklahoma C ity  schools over one million dollars and noted tha t  they now have 
fifty -n ine handicapped classes which a re  unfunded. O ther concerns 
mentioned w ere the definition of " ta len ted ,"  the inclusion of the four-year- 
old, and the  tim elines offered  by the  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education for 
im plem entation. He said the tim elines would not be made available to  local 
d is tric ts  until spring of 1981, and this did not allow enough tim e to plan 
before the  program s w ere upon them . Dr. Jacobson of Oklahoma City 
Schools was also recognized, and he delineated  the need for special m aterials 
for teachers as well as pupils and said Oklahoma C ity 's program s currently  
cover only one-fourth  of th e ir  schools, none of which a re  high schools.
Chairm an Randle then recognized Dr. Joe Surber, D irector of Special 
Services for Ponca C ity Schools, who re s ta te d  the  need for tim e, money, a 
b e tte r  defin ition  of " ta len ted ,"  and freedom  from  regular special education 
procedural safeguards. He said too many program s already w ere m andated, 
and help was needed for tran spo rta tion  and funding. Dr. Surber fe lt the s ta te  
should fully fund the program  and change the  minimum age of participation 
from  four to  five.
Chairm an Randle then recognized Dr. George Truka, D irector of Special 
Services for Tulsa Public Schools. Dr. Truka said the  only p a rt of H.B. 1816 
th a t Tulsa is having problem s w ith is the  provision for procedural safeguards. 
He fe lt th a t  it  was excessive.
Chairm an Randle then recognized Dr. G eraldine R osenthal, Instructional 
A ssistant from  Tulsa Schools, for discussion of the top ic . Dr. Rosenthal 
em phasized the lack of concern for enrichm ent in all academ ic areas for the
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gifted  and ta len ted  child , and said th a t more research  is needed. She also 
fe lt th a t  already existing research  has not been re flec ted  in th e  legislation 
and th a t  the class size provisions needed to  be addressed as some program s 
had a teacher-pupil ra tio  of 1 to  75.
C hairm an Randle recognized C arl N orth, C oordinator of the  Pathfinder 
Program  fo r the  northern  counties (based in B artlesville), who said large 
numbers o f studen ts w ere being ta rg e ted  as g ifted  and ta len ted  and the  
schools needed tim e  to  plan how to  deal w ith them .
The Seminole hearing conducted  by the  C om m ittee on Common Education 
concluded a f te r  th ree  hours o f testim ony regarding House Bill 1816. The concerns 
expressed by paren ts, educato rs, and in te rested  citizens m ade an im pact on s ta te  
legisla tors. On January 22, 1981 tw o months a f te r  the Seminole hearing, John 
Folks serving as Executive D irector o f the Instructional D epartm ent, w ro te  an 
im portan t memorandum to  Senator Howell and mem bers of the  Senate Education 
C om m ittee regarding recom m endations for House Bill 1816.^'^ Additionally, he 
appeared before this Com m ittee  to  answer questions. It is important to  recall once 
again th a t  although House Bill 1816 was passed in June of 1980 it  was not 
im plem ented until July 1, 1981. At the tim e of Folks' testim ony, im plem entation 
was only seven months aw ay. Folks' testim ony detailed  for the  C om m ittee th e  
concerns the  Oklahoma S ta te  D epartm ent of Education had w ith the  legislation as 
it curren tly  ex isted . He stressed  the  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education's belief th a t  
House Bill 1816 was a  positive step  in the d irection  of educating all g ifted  and 
ta len ted  children. His testim ony addressed six a reas  of th e  bill and provided 
recom m endations for consideration . Mr. Folks outlined the problem  areas of HB 
1816 to be in th e  following a reas:
1. The d ifficu lty  of identifying the  ta len ted
2. The varia tion  in school d is tr ic ts  as to  the  te rm  "regular" school program
3. A dm inistration of HB 1816 through the Special Educatin Section of the
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education
The eligibility  of four year olds
5. Procedural safeguards for all g ifted  and ta len ted  children consisten t w ith 
those of handicapped children
6. The question of th e  type  of funding
The following is excerp ted  testim ony by Mr. folks to  the Senate Education 
C om m ittee  regarding the six problem areas and the  recom m endations subm itted by 
the S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. These concerns and recom m endations provide 
valuable insight in to  the ac tua l te x t of the bill and the  com plexity surrounding its  
im plem entation  for the  S ta te  D epartm ent:^^
1. ...House Bill 1816 s ta te s :
G ifted and ta len ted  children mean those children identified  a t the  pre-school, 
e lem entary  and secondary level as having dem onstrated  po ten tial ab ilities of 
high perform ance capability  and needing d iffe ren tia ted  education or services 
beyond those being provided by the  regular school program . Capability a reas  
will include, but not be lim ited to , the  following:
a . In te llec tual ability
b. C rea tive  thinking ability
c. Leadership ability
d. Visual and perform ing a rts  ability
e. Specific ability  ap titude
G ifted students are  easily identified by qualified psychom etrists. Typically, 
they use individual inteiligence te s ts  such as the Stanford Binet and the 
W echsler. The generally accep ted  level a t  which a student must score on an 
individual in telligence te s t should be a t or above 130 IQ or two standard  
deviations above the mean, it has been cailed  to our a tten tion  repeated ly  in 
the past several months th a t the  ta len ted  a re  d ifficu lt to  identify and to  
place in program s properiy.
R ecom m endation: Programming for the ta len ted  should be le f t to  the
discretion of th e  iocal schooi.
2. House Bill 1816 refers to  serv ices for th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  beyond the 
regular school program  and defines "regular education  program " as the  
program  generally  offered  by the  local school d is tr ic t to  the m ajority  o f its 
studen ts. School d is tric ts  o ffer varying program s depending upon th e ir size, 
w eaith  and local needs. T herefore, w hat is beyond the regular program  in one 
d is tr ic t may no t be beyond the regular program in another d is tric t. It should 
also be noted th a t, a t the present tim e, many school d is tric ts  also o ffe r honor 
classes, advanced science and m ath courses, special a r t  and music program s 
and o ther ac tiv itie s  th a t serve g ifted  and ta len ted  students. The question is: 
Would the  g ifted  and ta len ted  program s in th e  fu tu re  have to  go beyond some 
of these  cu rren t offerings?
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R ecom m endation: Let the local d is tr ic t determ ine the necessary program  for 
serving th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  students in their school and s trike  "regular 
school program " from  the bill.
3. House Bill 1816 sta te s  th a t the D epartm ent shall adm inister this a c t 
through th e  Special Education Section. The Special Education Section of the 
S ta te  D epartm ent of Education does, in fa c t, adm inister all program s for 
excep tional children. This has included gifted and ta len ted  students. 
However, w ith the passage of House Bill 1816, and with the new m ovem ent in 
g ifted  and ta len ted  education, num erous school people have asked th a t 
g if ted /ta len ted  education be adm inistered  separately  from special education 
program s so th a t any stigm a associated  w ith trad itional special education  will 
not ham per the grow th of g if ted /ta len ted  programming. It is desirable th a t 
th e  law be am ended to  perm it the  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education to  
adm in ister the program in the m anner th a t  they feel is m ost appropriate .
R ecom m endation: Change th e  bill to  read  as follows: "The D epartm en t of 
Education shall adm inister th is a c t  according to rules and regulations 
prom ulgated  by th e  S tate  Board of Education."
4. Under House Bill 1816, four-year-olds will be eligible for the  program . It 
has been called to  our a tten tio n  th a t it  would be much m ore feasible to  
include eligible students falling within the K-12 grade range. The 
D epartm ent agrees with this recommendation.
Recommendation: Delete the requirement tha t  four-year-olds be included in 
the  g ifted  and ta len ted  program . L ast year the Legislature appropriated  
$300,000 for ten (10) Early Childhood Education Pilot Program s. We 
encourage fu rther funding of these program s to serve the  four-year-old.
5. House Bill 1816 s ta te s  th a t procedural safeguards will exist for a ll g ifted  
and ta len ted  children consisten t w ith those afforded handicapped children. 
P rocedural safeguards as m andated for th e  handicapped include requirem ents 
such as th e  following: P aren t perm ission for testing , confiden tia lity  of 
inform ation, p lacem ent procedures based on an lEP developed in the  team  
m eeting, im partia l due process hearing, independent evaluation and annual 
review  of p lacem ent, and civil action .
School people from  across the  s ta te  have s ta ted  th a t e ffec tive  program m ing 
for th e  g ifted  is possible (apart from  Special Education) w ithout the 
cum bersom e dem ands imposed by the procedural safeguards requ irem ent, and 
we ag ree .
R ecom m endation: Revise th e  law to  separate  this law from  th e  Special
Education law.
6. The S ta te  Board of Education is p resen tly  authorized, by law , to  establish 
all teach ing  unit requirem ents and the  m ethod for funding these units. The 
m ethod used is a f la t grant system  th a t enables d istric ts to  receive $6,500 for 
each  fu ll-tim e teaching unit. At the  p resen t tim e, there  a re  183 existing f la t 
gran ts for g ifted  and ta len ted  funded a t  $6,500 per grant.
In order to fund program s for g if ted  studen ts adequately, it appears th a t the 
S tate  should consider a  per pupil form ula or program form ula whereby local 
d is tr ic ts  would receive a per c a p ita  am ount of money per identified g ifted  
studen t or per program.
When Mr. Folks concluded his testim ony to  th e  Senate Education C om m ittee 
th ere  was consensus among the  co m m ittee  m em bers th a t although HB 1816 was 
m andated legislation th ere  w ere indeed serious problems w ith  the bill. So serious 
th a t there  was an im m ediate ca ll to rep ea l HB 1816.
When the 38th legislature convened on January 1, 1981, one of th e ir first a c ts  
was to in troduce a new bill to  repeal HB 1816. R epresen tative Williams and 
Senator Howell would lead the  m ovm ent for a second m andated g ifted  bill. This 
bill was called  Senate Bill 214 and the  bill was signed into law by Governor Nigh on 
June 26, 1981. The Legislature had repealed  the  firs t piece of m andated legislation 
before it was ever implemented, and replaced it with a second bill in the form of 
SB 214. A detailed comparison of the  two mandated bills is available in Appendix 
E, pg. 127.
It is in teresting  to note, in re tro sp ec t, th a t all six recom m endations made by 
Mr. Folks to  th e  Senate Education C om m ittee on January 22, 1981 w ere 
incorporated into SB 214. Also the new bill would cu t the  p ro jec ts cost from HB 
1816 an e s ta m a te  of 3.5 million to  $600,000 and rem ove several mandated 
requirem ents stipu lated  by HB 1816.
Media Coverage
N ewspapers have im m ense pow er to convey inform ation and influence 
opinion; consequently , this researcher was especially  in terested  in the media 
coverage of the m andated legislation.
The only new spaper media coverage found by this researcher was in regards 
to  Senate Bill 214. The Tulsa World heralded the passage of SB 214 as...
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"...m ore workable, less expensive and less open-ended. The bill now gives 
local school d is tric ts  far g re a te r  la titu d e  in selecting  students and the 
program s to  serve them  most appropria te ly . The L egislature has taken  a 
large step toward expanding opportun ities for quality  education  In our public 
schools.
The press coverage by the  Oklahoma Tim es was more colorful and showed the
mixed feelings of the legislators.^^ Senator Finis Smith said he was opposed to the
leg isla tu re  acting as a  super school board and m andating program s for local
d is tr ic ts . He added, how ever, th e  s ta te  has learned th a t if it doesn 't mandate
ce rta in  program s, local d is tric ts  re fu se  to  use them . "...I'd ra th e r punish school
d is tr ic ts  than school children ..." he s ta te d  to  the  press.
Senator Crow com pared the bill to  "...M om and apple pie..." "...Being against
gif ted and talented children is like being against mom and apple pie.. .but this is a
m a tte r  of equity ..." He went on to  say th a t sm all schools are  cheated  by placing
funds into special program s because they  don 't o ften  have enough students in
special categories to  need the program s. He said "...funding is taken from money
th a t otherw ise would go into basic aid to  schools.
Senator Stipe argued th a t the p light of handicapped children was being
ignored, " ...the g ifted  and ta len ted  alw ays rise to  the top . There is no way you can




A LOOK AT EXISTING LEGISLATION AND ITS EFFECT
In the  summer of 1981 a long standing debate  w ithin the S ta te  of Oklahoma 
w ith regard  to  the g ifted  and ta len ted  program  finally cam e to  an end with the 
passage of Senate Bill 214 which m andated and appropriated gifted education in 
Oklahoma. While i t  was House Bill 1816 which ushered in Oklahoma's first 
prelim inary  steps in the  arena of form al legislation in behalf of the  g ifted  and 
ta len ted , 1816 was to serve only as a ca ta ly s t for fu rth er reform . House Bill 1816 
passed in June of 1980 w ith an im plem entation date  of June 1981 and many school 
d is tric ts  began to develop form al g ifted  and ta len ted  programs around the 
guidelines established by House Bill The initial momentum soon subsided, however, 
as school d is tric ts  sta tew ide began to  rea lize  th a t while legislation had been 
m andated , special support funds had not been appropriated . This realization  
fostered  an avalanche of questions a t the  local d is tric t and school board levels and 
genera ted  growing concern. June of 1980 cam e and w ent with few  defin itive steps. 
As sum m er gradually withdrew, the  fall 1980 school session began am idst mounting 
debate . Into this environm ent stepped the  leg islature . Convening in January, 1981, 
there  was an im m ediate call to repea l House Bill 1816, and, shortly th e re a f te r , HB 
1816 w as replaced by SB 214. (Appendix D, pg. 119 for Senate Bill 214, Appendix 
E, pg. 127 for d ifference betw een HB 1816 and SB 214) HB 1816 never effec tive ly  
got o ff the  ground, but, in its  own way established th e  benchmark and provided the 
fram ew ork around which many d is tric ts  across the s ta te  expanded the ir thinking 
and organizational e ffo rts . It served as the  com post for new in itia tives and 
fostered  an environm ent from which SB 214 could take  root. Rules and regulations
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w ritten  by the S tate  D epartm ent of Education, for the g ifted  bill were available  by 
June 30, 1981.
R egulation 15 of SB 214 c rea ted  a new gifted and ta len ted  section August 1, 
1981 in th e  S ta te  D epartm ent of Education to  assist w ith the  im plem entation  of 
g ifted  and ta len ted  program s. Dr. Dorothy Dodd was se lec ted  as chief 
adm in is tra to r for this section  and, under the  direction of S ta te  Superintendent 
Leslie F isher, dissem inated the rules and regulations to all Oklahoma school 
d is tr ic ts  by August 1981. (Appendix F, pg. 129 has rules and regulations fo r Senate 
Bill 214)
G ifted and T alented Program  Defined
Under the rules and regulations of SB 214, gifted children w ere identified  as 
those boys and girls in grades 1 through 12 having dem onstrated po ten tia l ab ilities 
of high performance and requiring differentia ted^^ and/or accelera ted  education or 
serv ices. The g ifted  child educational program s were to  consist of support 
serv ices, special in structional program s, unique educational m ateria ls , learning 
se ttings and /or o ther educational services which would provide for 
supplem entation , d iffe ren tia tion  and support of regular educational program s.
Much of the  im plem entation was ie f t to  local school d is tric ts . The rules and 
regulations se t fo rth  produced a broad canvas upon which individual school d is tric ts  
were re la tive ly  free  to  compose the ir own painting. This was particu larly  true  in 
the  im plem entation  of program m ing designed for those students iden tified  as 
" ta len ted ."  H ere, local schools (not school districts) had com plete and personal 
discretion .
Beyond this, p lacem ent in a g ifted  program would be by m eans of a 
m u ltic rite ria  evaluation . This evaluation could include: re fe rra ls , m easures of
ab ility , perform ance, in te re s t in and/or com m itm ent to  a p r o g r a m . O f  these, 
only m easures of ability  based on nationaily  standardized te s ts  was a m andatory
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requ irem en t, how ever, under this d iscre te  heading d is tric ts  would have the 
au thority  to  determ ine which test(s) would be used and which of the rem aining 
th ree  categories would be used as a basis for evaluation. Students m eeting  all the  
requirem ents of the m u lti-c rite ria  evaluation would be additionally screened  based 
on th e ir perform ance on nationally  standardized  test(s). H ere, only those scoring in 
the  top th ree  percen t of th e  following ca tegories o f ability would be served by 
g ifted  program s: in te llec tua l, c rea tiv e  thinking, leadership, visual and perform ing 
a r ts  as well as specific academ ic  ab ility . The only exception to  w hat the 
researcher has chosen to  ca ll the th ree  percen t Standardized Testing Rule was for 
f irs t and second grade students. While standardized testing  could be used with th is 
age group (but was not required), these  students would still have to  m eet th e  m ulti- 
c r i te r ia  mandate. Overall, final approval as to who would be placed in a gifted 
program would be made by the  local school dis trict.
In balancing this broad au thority  of school d is tric ts  to se lec t and place 
students identified as g ifted , the  s ta te  also provided for procedural safeguards to  
ensure due process rights fo r all potentially  identifiable and identified g ifted  
children. These included: w ritten  ■ paren ta l consent for individual evaluation ,
confiden tia lity  o f all re levan t records, procedures to  be established by local schools 
to  ensure paren ta l access to  additional evaluation of the ir child if they so desired.
As an adjoining stipulation  of SB 214, the g ifted  child education program s 
w ere to  be im plem ented over a th ree  year period with schools se lecting  one or 
m ore "grade steps"^^ per year. Local school d is tric ts  would have the au thority  to  
im plem ent each of the th ree  grade steps in any order as determ ined by the  local 
board of education . Im plem entation by grade steps would com m ence with the 
1981-82 school year and continue on a  cum ulative basis until th e  1983-84 school
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year. A t th a t point, all school d is tr ic ts  would be required to  provide g ifted  child 
educational program s for a ll identified children .
In carry ing out the ob jectives estab lished  by SB 214, d is tric ts  w ere allowed to 
serve  g ifted  children in a  varie ty  of ways. The d is tric t could provide g ifted  child 
educational program s or could join fo rces in a  cooperative venture w ith another 
d is tr ic t or d is tric ts . D istric ts w ere also allowed th e  la titude  of joining in 
coopera tive  program s w ith public or even p riva te  institu tions. With th e  consent of 
th e  board of education of a receiving school d is tr ic t, a  given d is tr ic t unable to  
provide appropriate educational program s for g ifted  children might also e lec t to  
tra n sfe r identified  children to  a receiving d is tr ic t provided the transferring  d is tric t 
arranged  for transportation  and reim bursed th e  receiving d is tr ic t for tu ition  in an 
am ount equal to  the proportion of the operating  expenses of the program . With the 
approval of the s ta te  board of education, county superintendents w ere also allowed 
to establish their own gifted child education programs and county funds could be 
expended for this purpose. If such a program  (were) available, individual d is tric ts  
would also con tribu te  school d is tric t funds (e ith e r d irectly  or by reim bursem ent) to  
the county partic ipating .
T eacher certifica tion  in support of SB 214 was also outlined. H ere, only a 
valid Oklahoma teaching c e rt if ic a te  app rop ria te  to  the grade level(s) was required. 
Although school d is tric ts  w ere "encouraged" to  se lec t those teach e rs  who desired 
to  teach  g ifted  children, th is  was no t a p re requ isite . Once se lec ted , however, all 
teach e rs  partic ipating  in g ifted  program s would be required to  take  p art in 
inservice training or college training designed to  p repare teaching personnel to  
teach  g ifted  children .
Finally, SB 214 ensured th a t a ll g ifted  program s would be review ed by the 
A ccred ita tion  Section of th e  S tate  D epartm en t of Education with schools d irected
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to  coordinate ail needs for techn ica l assistance  in im plem entation w ith the G ifted 
and T alented Section of the S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education.
O utcom e
In general, SB 214 w as received favorably by m ost Local Education
Associations (LEA's) during the  firs t year and plans w ere developed for providing
intensive inservice train ing  fo r teach ers  and adm in istra tors during the summer and
fa ll of 1981. According to  th e  annual repo rt fo r 1982 w ritten  on June 8, 1982, a
curriculum  guide was to  be w ritten  and d is tribu ted  to  a ll schools during the 1982-83
school year. As of January 1984, th is guide has not y e t been published.
Ten statew ide inservice workshops w ere scheduled in O ctober, 1982, to  assist
LEA's w ith the im plem entation of SB 214. These Saturday workshops w ere held
across the s ta te  and led by g ifted  and ta len ted  teachers  in Oklahoma. More than
1,000 teachers  and administrators a ttended these workshops and since tha t  t ime
w eekly inservice train ing has been provided to  LEA's by the g ifted  and ta len ted
section  of the  S tate  D epartm ent of Education, in addition, workshops in 1982 w ere
made possible by the availability  of federal monies.
Any federal g ran t money th a t was le f t over in 1982 was offered  to individual
Local Education A ssociations on a com petitive  basis. The establishm ent of model
program s for gifted and ta len ted  studen ts was th e  objective of these g ran t aw ards
and the g ran ts  ranged from  $1,000 to $5,000. Three hundred and fo rty  applications
w ere received and of these a s ta te  departm en t com m ittee  approved awards for 
84seventeen  schools in eleven curriculum  areas a t  all grade levels. Those schools
se lec ted  w ere categorized  in "those elig ib le under T itle I, ESEA, and those who
„85 w ere not."
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Perform ance Trends (The Decade of th e  I970's)
Taking a look a t  the g ifted  and ta len ted  program  in Oklahoma from a broader 
h isto rical perspective, it is useful to evalua te  w hat took place during the decade of 
the 1970's. As previously discussed in C hapter Three, i t  becam e perm issible in 
1969 to  use special education funds for g ifted  students. As a result, in 1970 we 
begin to  witness the establishm ent of a sm all num ber of programs supported by a 
very lim ited s ta ff  and level of funding. These resources w ere targeted  a t  a  sm all 
core of qualified students. In exam ining Table 16 i t  may be determ ined th a t 
c lasses, s ta ff  and students a ll began to  grow a t  very  modest ra tes  during th e  firs t 
five to  six years with the funding rising slightly each year until 1976/77 when the  
s ta te  legislature appropriated  $300,000. With this substantial increase the  g ifted  
and ta len ted  program begins to achieve a sm all foothold in O k l a h o m a . D u r i n g  
the  five year period prior to 1976 funding had grown a t just over 400 percen t, but 
in a single year (1976/77) jumped dram atica lly  by alm ost 700 percent. This was 
indeed a w atershed year for the g ifted  and ta len ted  programs in the s ta te  of 
Oklahoma. The number of classes grew  by over 500 percen t, s ta ff by 1800 percen t 
and the  number of students by over 2800 p e rcen t. In looking closely a t the ten  year 
perform ance trends in Table 16 (page 77), com bined w ith the  stu d en t-s ta ff ra tio  
figures, some notew orthy trends and anom alies a re  evident.
The first five years of the 1970's were m arked by relatively  small bu t stab le  
funding with a stu d en t-s ta ff ra tio  in the  range of 10:1 to 14:1. Funding per studen t 
during th is  period was also re la tive ly  s tab le  and in th e  range of $340.00 to  $450.00 
(see Graph 1, page 78). When schools opened for the  school year 1976-77, how ever, 
we see again from  Table 16 (page 77), an upward spike in all categories (numbers 
of: classes, s ta ff, students and dollars) this is to  include the  s tuden t-s ta ff ra tio  
which has suddenly shot up over 34 percen t in one year to  17:1. This situation
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was not co rrec ted  until th e  following year when the s tu d e n t-s ta ff  ra tio  again 
re tu rned  to a  more trad itiona l level (13:1). Analyzing all these  numbers apart, 
how ever, and focusing on ano ther im portant s ta tis tic  we can also see from Graph 1 
th a t the funds available per studen t fell markedly from  a high in 1973-74 of 
$451.00 to  $104.00 in 1976-77 (see Graph 2, page 80). Thus, while there  was a 
g rea t rush to get a g ifted  and ta len ted  program  underway and a large infusion of 
funds provided, funding per studen t did not re ta in  its  previous tra ck  record . In 
Table 17 (page 79) da ta  shows while more dollars w ere available per class, there  
was a p recip itice  increase in the class size and a corresponding decrease in the 
funds available per studen t.
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This com paratively low level of funding per studen t began a very slow 
m igration back to the norm from 1976-77 through 1980-81. In Graph 2 (page 80), 
s ta rtin g  a t  $104.00 per studen t in 1976-77, funding expanded to $166.00 per studen t 
in 1980-81, but did not re tu rn  to  its  previous levels until 1981-82. At th is tim e it 
clim bed rapidly again to $377.00 per s tuden t along with the passage of SB 214.
Under The Microscope (1981-1983)
Taking a  closer look a t  the  g ifted  and ta len ted  program 's m ost re cen t history, 
which is, since the passage of SB 214, the  docum entation cu rren tly  available 
provides some insight into the  overall d irection  and o rien ta tion  of Oklahoma's 
gifted  and talen ted  e ffo rt. While s till too  early  to  discern the outline of any well 
established trends, some fea tu re s  are  worthy of review.
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In analyzing the  d a ta  provided, th is researcher would firs t like to  concen tra te  
on m acro perform ance trends as depicted  in Table 18. Here there  is universal 
m ovem ent forward from  1981 through 1983. There is no t only an increase in the  
to ta l num ber of g ifted  and ta len ted  students iden tified , but a  substantial 
p ercen tage  increase in those in the top th ree  percen t. There is even a sm all 
increase in the  dollars available per studen t and a  substan tia l decline in the number 
of g ifted -ta len ted  students identified bu t not served. While none of these  m easures 
serves as a yardstick  in monitoring program  quality , in te rm s of numbers the s ta te  
began to  move forw ard under S3 214.
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R eferrals in the g ifted  programs from  1981-83 were made in four categories, 
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We note from the graph th a t re fe rra ls  during this period were also moving upward.
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While a m ajority of th e  g ifted  and ta len ted  students in Oklahoma probably 
had already been identified  prior to  th is period, th e  years 1981-1983 continued to 
show an overall increase in th e  number o f re fe rra ls . From 1981 to  1983, re fe rra ls  
increased more than seven percen t; m ost of these  w ere generated  by paren ts  and 
teachers .
Total program dollars available as well as th e  dollars a llocated  per student 
also showed dram atic  gains under SB 214. In examining Graph 2 (page 80) we 
observe in one year (80-81), th e  to ta l program  dollars available increased by 3.6 
million (rounded off to  th e  neares t $100,000) and dollars available per studen t shot 
up by 56 p e r c e n t . T h i s  ended a five year period charac te rized  by growing 
num bers o f g ifted  and ta len ted  students and s ta f f  Increases th a t w ere accom panied 
by an expansion in overall s ta te  investm ent in g ifted  and ta len ted  program s, but a 
comparatively low level of support for the individual g if ted-ta len ted  student.
The type of education program s offered  under Senate Bill 214 for 1981 and 
1982 are depicted  in Graph 4.
While th e re  was only a small grow th ra te  (one percen t) in th e  to ta l num ber of 
g if ted -ta len ted  program s during th is period and th e  resu lts on an individual 
program  basis dem onstrated  mixed re tu rn s, num erically  there  was advancem ent. 
Some program s grew slightly , some rem ained th e  sam e, while o thers declined; with 
th e  la rg est decline com ing in the modified open ended curriculum . However, when 
view ed from th e  perspective of dollar support per program , all enjoyed a  fairly 
substan tia l increase, from  $2234 per program  in 1981-82 to  $3,215 per program  in 
1982-83. This represen ted  a th irty  percen t im provem ent in one year.
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In looking a t  th e  m eans of identification  in Graph 5 th ere  are  declines across 
the board during th is period. This is probably fairly ch a rc te ris tic  of a program 
which has essentially  already identified the  vast m ajority of its  g ifted  and ta len ted  
studen ts within the s ta te  during the preceding five years and is beginning to  
p lateau  in term s o f numbers. What is unusual concerning th is , however, is the  
re la tive ly  sm all declines in C ategories for A chievem ent Test and Intelligence Test 
and the  ra th e r enorm ous declines in C ategories of C reativ ity , Visual and 
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While it  is no t possible to  docum ent qualita tive im provem ents for the period 
1981 to  1983, certain ly  in te rm s of dollars and num bers of people, program s and 
c lasses Oklahoma made substan tial strides under SB 214. Trends, too, a re  s til l not 
c lea r cu t in all a reas  and w ith  such a brief h isto ry  behind it, it would be 
presum ptious and misleading to  try  and substan tia te  any overall d irection . As th is 
research  is being concluded, the d a ta  for the  1983/84 year is soon to  be available. 
Since th e  1983/84 year is th e  th ird  and final year for to ta l im plem entation of the 
g ifted  and ta len ted  program s in Oklahoma, this new inform ation could be of g rea t 





For many years, in terested  educators, responsible legislators, and concerned 
parents have puzzled over the problem of educating and identifying g ifted  studen ts. 
The Congress of the  United S ta tes expressed its  in te re s t and concern by passing a 
landm ark addition to  th e  Elem entary and Secondary Education Amendment o f 1969. 
This am endm ent, unanimously passed in th e  House and Senate, explicated  
Congressional in ten t th a t the  g ifted and ta len ted  students should b en e fit from 
federal education legislation. Congress also m andated a fact-finding s ta tu s  report 
on Education of G ifted  and Talented children in 1970. The study, undertaken as a 
needs assessment activity  to determine the  adequacy of federal education 
assistance program s being used to meet the needs of gifted and ta len ted  children 
defined "gifted and ta len ted" for purposes of federal education program s in the 
following ways:
G ifted and ta len ted  children a re  those identified  by professionally qualified 
persons who, by v irtue of outstanding ab ilities , a re  capable of high 
perform ance. These are  children who require d ifferen tiated  educational 
program s and /o r services beyond those norm ally provided by th e  regular 
school program s in order to  realize  th e ir contribution  to  self and society . 
Children capable  of high perform ance include those with dem onstrated  
achievem ent and /o r po ten tial ability  in any of the following areas singly or in 
com bination:
1. general in te llec tu a l ability
2. specific academ ic aptitude
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3. Creative or productive thinking
4. leadership ability
5. Visual and perform ing arts
6. psychom otor ability  (dropped in 1976 under Public Law 93-380).
This federa l in ten t did not go unnoticed a t  the s ta te  level. In the sam e year 
th a t  Congress was instigating the  national study, Oklahoma made its f irs t 
legislative move to assist g ifted  education . It was in 1969 th a t the  Oklahoma S ta te  
L egislature removed a long standing res tric tion  involving the  use of special 
education  monies for g ifted  education . This legislative provision was the firs t 
docum ented source of perm issible funding for gifted students.
Oklahoma history shows many legislative a ttem p ts  to  provide opportunities 
for the g if ted . In 1976 during the 35th Legislature, Senator Jam es Howell, 
chairman of the Senate Common Education C omm ittee  introduced the first 
a t tem p t  to  mandate education for the State 's gifted and ta lented  children in the 
form  of Senate  Bili 436. Aithough the bill was unsuccessfui, the  iegisiature tha t  
year did appropriate  $300,000 for g ifted  education. This proved to  be a w atershed 
year when com pared to the $43,000 allocated  in 1975. In 1976, Senate Bill 704 
provided fo r the screening of g ifted  and ta len ted  children a t  Regional Service 
C en ters . This service assisted  schools in the  d ifficu lt and costly procedure of 
identifying the  g ifted population. In 1976 and 1977 Governor David Boren in itia ted  
and encouraged gifted education through his S tate  o f th e  S ta te  addresses. S ta te  
in te re s t groups, such as the paren t group of Oklahomans for G ifted/T alented , 
lobbied vigorously for m andated legislation.
In 1977 th ree  major g ifted  conferences occurred  in Oklahoma. These 
conferences w ere notew orthy in regards to  the speakers th a t took the podium. 
Four nationally  known and respected  experts  in g ifted  education. Dr. Joseph 
Renzuili, Dr. Donald T reffinger, Dr. John Feldhuser, and Dr. John Cowan spoke to
over a thousand partic ipan ts. Their p resen ta tions provided a framework around 
which concerned citizens gathered  and began open dialogue and debate about 
possibilities for fo rm al g ifted  and ta len ted  program s.
It was fo rtu itous th a t a t  th is tim e  th a t an increased margin of p rosperity  a t  
the s ta te  level was also well underw ay. F igures com piled by the Oklahoma S ta te  
Budget O ffice during the years 1979 to  1981 reveal th a t s ta te  revenue collection  
grew a t a ra te  of 16 percen t in 1979, the year the economy s ta rted  to  soar and 
m andated legislation was in troduced. The grow th cam e from  higher incom e tax  
and gross production tax  co llections, the tw o sources m ost a ffec ted  by the  oil 
boom. The revenue collection  w ent from 16 percen t to 29 percen t in 1980 and to 
28 p ercen t in 1981. Oklahoma also recorded a nine percen t population gain 
between 1980 and 1983. There is li t t le  doubt th a t the economic prosperity  
provided an excellent c limate  for mandated gifted legislation.
The history of the g ifted  and ta len ted  m ovem ent was tightly  in tertw ined w ith 
legislative m andates for g ifted  education . While it  was House Bill 1816 which 
ushered in Oklahoma's f irs t prelim inary  steps in the  a rena  of form al legislation in 
behalf of the  g ifted  and ta len ted , 1816 was to  serve only as a ca ta ly st for fu r th e r 
reform . Passed in June of 1980 w ith  an im plem entation  d a te  of June 1980, many 
school d is tr ic ts  began to  develop form al g ifted  and ta len ted  program s around the  
guidelines established by House Bill 1816. The in itia l momentum soon subsided, 
however, as school d is tric ts  sta tew ide  began to rea lize  th a t while legislation had 
been m andated, special support funds had not been appropriated . This rea liza tion  
fostered  an avalanche of questions a t the  local d is tr ic t and school board levels and 
generated  growing concern and debate .
When the 38th L egislature convened in January , 1981, the g ifted  education 
bill was a leg itim ate  concern  fo r leg isla to rs. Senator Howell and m em bers of the
Senate Education C om m ittee began carefu i deliberation  on House Bill 1816. There 
was a m ovem ent both in the  House of R epresentatives and th e  Senate to  repeal 
House Bill 1816. D ebate on the floor of the Senate and the  House indicated there  
was S t  ill strong support for m andated gifted education . The opposition to  House 
Bill 1816 was prim arily  due to  problem areas w ithin the  bill. There was no t strong 
opposition to  m andated g ifted  program s. Resolution of the problem areas in House 
Biii 1816 was suggested as the solution. The Senate proposed a com prom ise bill, 
Senate Bill 214, sponsored by Senator Howell. Senate  Bill 214 was passed by the 
Oklahoma L egislature on May 28, 1981 by a vo te  of 87 to  12. The bill was signed
into law by Governor Nigh on June 23, 1981. Oklahoma had becom e the
seventeen th  s ta te  in the nation to  m andate and appropriate legisiation for g ifted  
students.
Rules and Regulations for the gif ted bill were written by the State
D epartment of Education and available by June 30, 1981. Regulation 15 of Senate
Bill 214 c rea ted  a g ifted  and ta len ted  section within the S tate  Department of 
Education. Dr. Dorothy Dodd was seiected  as ch ie f adm inistrato r.
One of her responsibiiities, as outlined in Senate Biii 214, was to  report 
yearly , in w ritten  form , to  the  President Pro Tempore of the  Senate and the 
Speaker of the  House of R epresen tatives. The report would:
1. identify  the number of children served by these  g ifted  programs
2. identify the type  of program s provided
3. identify  the type of screening procedures u tilized
4. provide a cost analysis o f the  program
5. e s tim a te  the number of g ifted and ta len ted  children unserved by these 
program s
Program s in th e  1981-82 school year identified 17,079 students as gifted  a t  a cost 
per studen t o f $377.00. Program s in 1982-83 identified  23,675 as gifted  a t  a cost 
per student of $403.00. Mandated and appropriated  program s for g ifted students 
had becom e a rea lity  in Oklahoma.
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Im plications and Analysis
Although the s ta te  o f Oklahoma has m andated and appropriated  legislation 
which requires d iffe ren tia ted  or acce le ra ted  education for the g ifted , advocates 
for the  g ifted  and ta len ted  cannot become com placent. L egislatures respond to 
th e ir  environm ent. Oklahoma history shows how the  first g ifted  and ta len ted  
m andated bill was repealed  and replaced by a  second compromise bill th a t had less 
stringen t provisions for g ifted  education. As funds generated  by the  oil revenues 
begin to  shrink, s ta te  funding of these g ifted  program s could change alm ost 
instantaneously. Research reveals th a t s ta te  and local education agencies bear 92 
percen t of a ll educational cost for g ifted  program s. Oklahoma's g ifted  advocates 
also must be constantly  aw are of w hat is happening on the national and federal 
levels. While our country had a national commission th a t called for a return  to 
excellence, it is a country which also witnessed the closure of the U.S. Office for 
the G ifted and Talented in Washington, D. C. ironically, his was closed by 
Secre tary  of Education T errel Bell who also had in itia ted  the 18 m em ber National 
Commission on Excellence in Education.
O ther developm ents w arran t consideration. In the fiscal year 1981 the 
federa l governm ent au thorized $35 million for the level of funding for gifted and 
ta len ted  education . In the  1981 budget year, however, the federa l governm ent 
provided only 6.28 million, only 18 percen t of the authorized level of funding. 
These federal actions have already a ffec ted  assistance to the s ta te  of Oklahoma. 
The responsibility for providing adequate  program m ing rests  prim arily  with s ta te  
funding. In the past s ta te  and local agencies worked in harmony and the federal 
governm ent supplied them  with tim ely inform ation, funds, and techn ica l assistance. 
A dvocates of g ifted  education  must question where federal leadership and 
assistance  have gone and how th is will a f fe c t s ta te  e ffo rts  for g ifted  programs with 
recen t cu ts.
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The au tho rity  for public education in the United S ta te s  does not stem  from 
the national constitu tion  bu t ra th e r is a power "reserved" to  the s ta te s . This arises 
from the T enth  Am endm ent which reserves to  th e  s ta te s  those powers not 
expressly given the  national governm ent or not denied to  th e  s ta te  governm ents. 
If, indeed, the power is the  s ta te 's , Oklahoma's legislature  has exercised  this power 
fully. Some m ajor a reas th a t signify the d ram atic  increase of the s ta te 's  
legisla tive ro le within the last decade in Oklahoma a re  educational finance, 
requirem ents fo r educational accountab ility , and specifications and programs for 
children w ith special needs. These substantive changes w ere made possible in large 
p art by an increase  in th e  in stitu tional capacity  of O kiahom a's s ta te  legislature. 
The Oklahoma leg isla to rs now have the resources to  fo rm ulate  and ovesee 
educational policy. The Oklahoma legislative power to  fo rm ula te  and ovesee 
educational policy is revealed consistently in the history of Oklahoma's gif ted 
educational m ovem ent. To this researcher, a newcomer to  Oklahoma, the gifted 
m ovem ent seem ed rooted  and consisten tly  dependent on leg isla tive d irectives, 
legislative appropriations, and legislative m andates. One word from  the political 
science field  com es to  mind repeated ly  which fully describes the legislative 
involvem ent. T hat word is "oversight." Joel A berbach, noted  political scien tist, 
has best described oversight . . . i t  can  be defined by a  v a rie ty  of words —scrutiny, 
review , inspection , con tro l, supervision, investigation, w atchfulness, and overview. 
Legislative oversigh t is behavior by legislators and th e ir  s ta ffs , individually or 
collectively  which resu lts in an im pact, intended or not, on bu reaucra tic  behavior."
This re sea rch e r considers understanding the concep t of oversight as para­
m ount to  understanding Oklahoma's educational p rocesss. When legislative 
m em bers w ere in terview ed regarding the g ifted  m ovem ent they  all spoke in term s 
of oversight in regards to  th e ir policy positions and leg isla tive role. When
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interview ing S ta te  D epartm ent of Education personnel in regards to  carry ing  out 
legislative m andates they  too spoke in te rm s of th e ir roles in oversight. When 
advocacy groups for th e  g ifted  w ere interview ed, they  a ll stressed th a t  little  
progress could be m ade fo r the g ifted  unless th e  s ta te  leg isla tu re  m andated and 
appropriated  program s. They, too , w ere aw are  of how educational policy is 
achieved in Oklahoma. There is a need to  rea lize  th a t  w hether or no t som ething 
happens as a resu lt o f oversight e ffo rt depends prim arily on m a tte rs  o f timing, 
press coverage, th e  a ttitu d e s  of executive o ffic ia ls, th e  natu re  of findings and 
recom m endations, th e  choice of program to  be exam ined and th e  in te re s t and 
concern of th e  legislature.
Educational policy and im plem entation in Oklahoma cannot be separated  
from the legislature 's involvem ent in oversight. The g ifted  m ovem ent was an 
exam ple of this. Senate Bill 214, which m andated g ifted  education, also m andated 
a yearly report with specific  inform ational needs, from  th e  G ifted and Talented 
Section of the S ta te  D epartm ent of Education. The rep o rt is sent to  the President 
Pro Tem pore of the  Senate and the Speaker of th e  House of R epresen tatives. Any 
Oklahoma citizen  who w ants to  see a change in educational policy should be fully 
aw are of th e  c ritic a l ro le o f oversight in legisla tive decision making.
Recom m endations for Future R esearch
Legislation m andated  in 1981 th a t g ifted  program s in Oklahoma w ere to  be 
im plem ented over a th ree  year period beginning w ith the 1981-82 school year. As 
th is research  draws to  a  close th e  final phase of th e  program  has been 
im plem ented. This researcher believes an analysis of th e  th ree  year period would 
be valuable. The d istribu tion  of g ifted  studen ts as to  g rade level, sex, and race 
m ight be considered. An analysis of th e  means of iden tification  could be
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beneficial. Since identification  must include the use of nationally standardized 
te s ts  as p a rt of the  m u ltic rite ria  evaluational procedures, the  te s ts  selected  by 
local d is tric ts  w arran t exam ination. R esearch should also be conducted to  
determ ine the effec tiveness of this g if ted /ta len ted  program  as it exists, and 
subsequent research  in the ways in which these  programs may be improved.
Recom m endations
1. Teacher education programs designate within the ir curriculum  an a rea  
where g ifted  education could be served In a consisten t and specific 
manner.
Although the s ta te  of Oklahoma has m andated legislation which requires 
d iffe ren tia ted  or ace le ra ted  education or services for g ifted  studen ts, the S tate  has 
no special degree requirem ents for teachers of the gifted beyond regular teaching 
credentia ls .  The regulations tha t  were drawn up for Senate Bill 214 do s ta te  that 
"All teach e rs  teaching in a g ifted  program shall partic ipa te  in inservice training or 
college train ing designed to tra in  teaching for g ifted  children." C urrently in the 
s ta te  of Oklahoma there  is no requirem ent in the teacher education curriculum 
th a t m andates any specific work in gifted education .
This researcher recom m ends th a t each  teacher education program designate 
w ithin the ir curriculum  an a rea  where g ifted  education could be served in a 
consisten t and specific manner. All teach e rs  w hether teachers of special classes or 
teachers  w ith a  homogenous grouping a re  a t  some tim e going to  encounter g ifted 
youngsters. And research  reveals th a t teachers  with no specific instruction in 
g iftedness have been found d isin terested  and even hostile to the  g ifted  student. If 
research  is co rrec t, a  course of study, m ight rem emdy this problem .
2. A reading and resource cen te r for gifted education should be created  
and located  in the Oklahoma S ta te  D epartm ent of Education.
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Although the s ta te  of Oklahoma has m andated legislation  which requries 
d ifferen tia ted  or acce le ra ted  education  or services for g ifted  students, much of 
what can or will be done is le f t  to  th e  discretion and/or the com m itm ent of the 
local d is tric ts .
When It Is considered th a t  Oklahoma has 617 school d is tr ic ts , th e  variation  of 
services to  gifted students has an enormous range. In fac t im plem entation of 
programming fo r students iden tified  as being "ta len ted" is a t  th e  d iscretion  of the 
local school and not d is tric t. As th e  education  g ifted  m andate is enforced, local 
d iscretion Is an im portant consideration . F inancial asse ts  of th e se  local d is tric ts  
o ften  a ffe c t th e ir com m itm ent tow ard program s for g ifted  studen ts. A d is tric t's  
com m itm ent to  the g ifted  program  could range from  serving only those Identified 
by high in telligence scores or by high achievem ent scores, or could even require 
demonstrated scores in both categories .  The dis tr ic t may choose to  have inservice 
for all teachers  regarding g ifted  education  and could even go as far as purchasing 
resources in th e  form  of cu rren t books, journals, and o ther publications regarding 
g ifted  education . The point is th a t  som e school d is tric ts  of this 617 will do a g reat 
deal, some will do th e  minimum.
With this in mind the  research er suggests a  resource cen te r to be established 
within th e  S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education. Based on th e  fiscal constra in ts of most 
educational budgets this re sea rch e r is no t suggesting a cen te r th a t  would cost a 
g rea t deal. The researcher is suggesting a reading cen te r th a t  could easily stock 
perhaps the 10 best textbooks on g ifted  education . There would be a reference 
copy of each  book th a t could no t be checked out. With th is procedure teachers and 
adm inisrators would always know w hat was available.
S ta te  D epartm ent o f Education G ifted Personnel do conduct inservice on 
g ifted  education. However, they  a re  quick to  point out th a t  alm ost all their
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inservice is a t  the introductory level of instruction . There is li tt le  opportunity for 
any advanced instruction in g ifted  education . T herefore, the  resource cen te r would 
be a valuable tool. In addition to  published m ateria ls, a  file system  under academ ic 
disciplines could be established. For exam ple, an English teach e r could look in the 
English file  and see w hat o ther Oklahoma English teach e rs  w ere doing in gifted 
classroom s. At the  present tim e th e re  is no statew ide ability  to  com m unicate in 
regards to  subject con ten t. As the tw o field personnel from th e  Gifted Section of 
the  S ta te  D epartm ent travel th e  many d is tric ts  of Oklahoma's schools, they could 
ask teachers to  sum m arize th e ir  program s for inclusion in the  file. This content 
file would be an a sse t in the  resource cen te r.
The ability to  understand and provide for the  g ifted  learner should not be tied 
to  a school d is tric t's  financial asse ts . By establishing a resource center within the 
State Department of Education, opportunities for assisting the gifted programs on 
a statew ide basis would be enhanced.
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ENRICHMENT...
When u s i n g  e n r i c h m e n t  a s  a means o f  p r o v i d i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  e d u c a t i o n  
f o r  g i f t e d  s t u d e n t s ,  two a r e a s  c r e a t e  t h e  f o c u s :
1.  E n r i c h m en t  d o e s  mean u s i n g  t h e  same c u r r i c u l a  
b e i n g  u se d  w i t h  t h e  a v e r a g e  y o u n g s t e r  w i t h  t h e  
c o n t e n t  t a k e n  beyond  wha t  t h e  a v e r a g e  c h i l d  
r e c e i v e s .
2 .  E n r i c h m e n t  d oe s  n o t  mean g i v i n g  t h e  g i f t e d  c h i l d  
more  o f  t h e  same,  i . e .  a d d i t i o n a l  math p r o b l e m s ,  
b u t  i n s t e a d  a t a i l o r  made p l a n  f o r  e a c h  g i f t e d  
c h i l d ' s  l e v e l  o f  f u n c t i o n i n g .
E n r i c h m e n t  can  be p r o v i d e d  w i e h i n  t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m ,  t h r o u g h  a s p e c i a l  
c l a s s  c r e a t e d  f o r  t h e  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e o  s t u d e n t ,  o r  a s  a componen t  o f  t h e  sc ho o l  
l e a r n i n g  c e n t e r  o r  m u l t i m e d i a  l i b r a r y .  Deve l opment  o f  e n r i c h m e n t  o f f e r i n g s  
can  be mos t  e a s i l y  a c c o m p l i s h e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  u s e  o f  a t axonomy,  such a s  B l o o m ' s  
Taxonomy o f  L e a r n i n g .  The a d v a n t a g e  o f  u s i n g  a t axonomy i s  t h a t  i t  i s  p r e c i s e ,  
s i m p l e  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  and i t  w o r k s .  S t u d e n t s  may w r i t e  t h e i r  own c u r r i c u l u m  a s  
i n d i v i d u a l s  and i n  g r o u p s .
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ACCELERATION...
Using  a c c e l e r a t i o n  as  an o p t i o n  i n  g i f t e d  p r ogramming i n d i c a t e s  a 
d e c i s i o n  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  s pe ed  a t  wh ic h  t h e  s t u d e n t  p r o g r e s s e s  t h r o u g h  
t h e  r e g u l a r  c u r r i c u l u m .  T h i s  a c c e l e r a t i o n  may be d e s i g n e d  t o  t a k e  p l a c e  
a c r o s s  t h e  s c h o o l  day o r  may be s e l e c t i v e  s u b j e c t  a r e a  a c c e l e r a t i o n .  In 
t h e  c a s e  o f  t h e  l a t t e r ,  t h e  s t u d e n t  i s  a c c e l e r a t e d  i n  one  o r  two s u b j e c t s  
t o  f r e e  t i m e  f o r  e n r i c h m e n t  a c t i v i t i e s .
A c c e l e r a t i o n  ha s  t h e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  c a u s i n g  l e s s  i n t r u s i o n  i n t o  t h e  
sc ho o l  r o u t i n e  and  y i e l d i n g  more r e l i a b l e  e v i d e n c e  o f  p r o g r e s s  t h a n  o t h e r  
o p t i o n s .  However ,  s c h e d u l i n g  i n  a homogenous g r ou p  i s  n e c e s s a r y .
The u s e  o f  a c c e l e r a t i o n  p l a c e s  t h e  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  o f  p r o v i d i n g  "a p l a c e  
t o  go" on t h e  t e a c h e r .  When g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t s  c a n  p r o g r e s s  t h r o u g h  an 
E n g l i s h  L i t e r a t u r e  c u r r i c u l u m  i n  t h r e e  days  r a t h e r  t h a n  f i v e ,  a l t e r n a t i v e s  
f o r  t h e  c r e a t i v e  u s e  o f  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  two d a ys  mus t  be a v a i l a b l e .
The e n t i r e  t e a c h i n g  s t a f f  o f  a b u i l d i n g / d i s t r i c t  n e e d s  t o  be  c ommi t t ed  t o  
t h i s  t e c h n i q u e  f o r  i t  t o  be s u c c e s s f u l .  S t u d e n t s  a l l o w e d  t o  work on and m a s t e r  
t h i r d  and f o u r t h  g r a d e  math  m a t e r i a l s  d u r i n g  t h e  t h i r d  g r a d e  y e a r  mus t  be 




As i s  a l w a y s  t h e  c a s e  i n  i n d i v i d u a l i z i n g  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n ,  a ma t ch  b e ­
t ween  m a t e r i a l s ,  s t r a t e g i e s  and c h i l d r e n  muse r e s u l t .  The t e a c h e r  n e e d s  
t o  d e v e l o p  b e h a v i o r a l  o b j e c t i v e s ,  i d e n t i f y  p r e r e q u i s i t e  s k i l l s ,  p l a n  t e a c h i n g  
s t r a t e g i e s  a nd  e v a l u a t e  r e s u l t s .
I t  s h o u l d  be  n o t e d  t h a t  due t o  t h e  ne e d  f o r  f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  
p r og r ammi ng ,  b e h a v i o r a l  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r  t h e s e  s t u d e n t s  mos t  l i k e l y  w i l l  n o t  
r e a c h  t h e  d e g r e e  o f  s p e c i f i c i t y  t h a t  t h e  more  t r a d i t i o n a l  b e h a v i o r a l  o b j e c t i v e s  
r e a c h .
An exampl e  o f  how t h i s  o p t i o n  c o u l d  o p e r a t e  would  be t o  have f o u r  t e a c h e r s  
d e c i d e  on a t i me  i n  t h e  sc hoo l  week d u r i n g  wh i ch  t o  o p e r a t e  an i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  
e n r i c h m e n t  e x p e r i e n c e .  Be g in  w i t h  a s ma l l  amount  o f  t i m e ,  p e r h a p s  one  hour  
e a c h  week .  The s t u d e n t - t e a c h e r  c o n t r a c t  me thod  p r o v i d e s  a f l e x i b l e  i n d i v i d ­
u a l i z e d  f o r m a t  w i t h  s t u d e n t s  a s s i g n e d  t o  work  w i t h  t h a t  t e a c h e r  who ha s  s i m i l a r  
i n t e r e s t s  o r  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t r o n g  i n  an  a r e a  t h e  s t u d e n t  w i s h e s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e .
Gu i ded  r e s e a r c h  i s  a form o f  i n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  s t u d e n t  b e i n g  
g u i d e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  s t e p s  o f  c o n d u c t i n g  a  r e s e a r c h  p r o j e c t  and t h e n  a l l o w i n g  t h e  
s t u d e n t  t o  s e l e c t  a s u b j e c t  and e s t a b l i s h  a  c o n t r a c t  w i t h  zhe  t e a c h e r  d e n o t i n g  
t h e  r e s e a r c h  t o  be do ne .
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ME?)TORSHIPS...
Me nt or s  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  v a l u a b l e  t o  t h e  d ev e l op me n t  o f  t h e  g i f t e d /  
t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t  b e c a u s e  t n e y  p r o v i d e  models  o f  c o m pe t e n c y ,  e x p l o r a t i o n ,  
commi tment  t o  a f i e l d  o r  d i s c i p l i n e  and c a r i n g .  Mentor s  can  be found  in 
a l l  o c u p a t i o n s  and e n d e a v o r s .
A m e n t o r  i s  one who a l r e a d y  s t a n d s  w i t h i n  t h e  c o n t e x t  o f  a p a r t i c u ­
l a r  t r a d i t i o n ,  d i s c i p l i n e  p r o f e s s i o n  o r  c r a f t  and who s e r v e s  a s  an a d v i s o r ,  
g u i d e ,  t e a c h e r ,  and r o l e  model  t o  t h o s e  who se ek  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  m e n t o r ' s  wo r ld  
and s k i l l s .  The m en to r  i s  u s u a l l y ,  b u t  n o t  a l w a y s ,  an a d u l t .  He o r  sh e  i s  
a b l e  t o  g u i d e  t h e  1 e a r n e r  t owar d  p e r s o n a l l y  r e w a r d i ng  e x o e r i e n c e s  where  c h a l ­
l e n g e s  can oe met ,  s k i l l s  d e v e l o p e d ,  p roo lems  s o l v e d  and r e l a t i o n s h i o s  e s ­
t a b l i s h e d .
The m e n t o r s h i p  c o n c e p t  has  many a s c e c t s  t h a t  make i t  a t t r a c t i v e  f o r  use 
w i t h  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t s .  T h i s  t y p e  o f  p rogram can p r o v i d e  them w i t h  t h e  
l a t i t u d e  and d e p t h  o f  i n v o l v e m e n t  t h a t  i s  n o t  a l wa ys  a v a i l a b l e  in t h e  c l a s s ­
room. I t  a l l o w s  them t o  t e s t  t h e i r ,  l i m i t s  o f  u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  s k i l l s ,  and e x ­
p r e s s i o n  i n  t h e  r e a l  w o r l d  and t o  have  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  c r e a t e ,  e x a mi ne ,  and 
t e s t  t h e  p r o d u c t s  o f  t h e i r  s p e c i a l  v i s i o n  w i t h  a d u l t s  who c h a l l e n g e  them.
M e n t o r s h i p s  a r e  mos t  s u i t a b l e  f o r  s e c o n da r y  s t u d e n t s  who a r e  e x p l o r i n g  
v o c a t i o n a l / c a r e e r  i n t e r e s t s .
I l l
GUIDANCE...
G i f t e d / T a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t s  o f t e n  f a c e  s p e c i a l  s i t u a t i o n s  w i t h  s p e c i a l  
needs  and p r ob l em s  f o l l o w i n g  t h e i r  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  a s  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e a .  One 
way in  wh i ch  t h e  sc ho ol  mi gh t  work t owards  m e e t i n g  t h e  needs  o f  t h e s e  s t u ­
d e n t s  i s  t h r o u g h  g u i d a n c e  and c o u n s e l i n g  p ro g ra ms .
T h i s  t y p e  o f  program c a n  o f t e n  p r o v i d e  t h e  s u p p o r t  group t h e  s t u d e n t  
needs  i n  o r d e r  t o  b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d  t h e m s e l v e s .  Wi th  an emphas i s  p l a c e d  on 
l i s t e n i n g  and co mmu ni ca t in g  s k i l l s  and t h e i r  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  s t u d e n t s  can be 
h e l p e d  i n  d e a l i n g  w i t h  a f f e c t i v e  a r e a s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t a l e n t  p o s s e s s i o n  and
c e v e l o o m e n t .  The s t u d e n t s  can a l s o  be c r e v i c e d  w i t h  p r o f e s s i o n a l  and c a r e e r  
e x p l o r a t i o n  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .
Wh et he r  g u i d a n c e  i s  s e l e c t e d  as an e x c l u s i v e  programming o o t i o n  o r  n o t ,  
i t  s h o u l d  be c o n s i d e r e d  as a v i t a l  p a r t  o f  any o n - g o i n g  program f o r  t h e  g i f t e d /  
t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t .
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SPECIFIC GOAL-OIRECTEû PROGRAMS...
O f te n  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t s  can  be s e r v e d  t h r o u gh  programs t h a t  a r e  
n o t  o n - g o i ng  in n a t u r e .  For  e x a m p l e ,  a g roup  o f  h i g h  s c hool  s t u d e n t s  g i f t e d  
i n  s c i e n c e s  and w i t h  p a r t i c u l a r  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  me d ic a l  f i e l d ,  mi gn t  be 
w e l l  s e r v e d  by a g r oup  o f  s e m i n a r s  on me d i c a l  c a r e e r s ,  m ed i ca l  s c h o o l s  and 
t h e i r  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o r  ways o f  f i n a n c i n g  e d u c a t i o n  l e a d i n g  t o  a med i ca l  
c a r e e r .  These  s e m i n a r s  would n o t  need t o  be h e l d  week l y  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  s c hool  
y e a r  i n  o r d e r  t o  be o f  b e n e f i t  t o  t h e  s t u d e n t s .
An a n o t h e r  t i me  d u r i n g  t h e  s choo l  y e a r ,  s t u d e n t s  h i g h l y  c r e a t i v e  mi g h t  
be p u l l e d  t o g e t h e r  t o  work i n  a workshao  s i t u a t i o n  wi th  a l o c a l  a r t i s t .  Th i s  
g rouo mi g h t  be c o m p l e t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  f rom t h e  m e d i c a l  se mina ^  g r ouo .  however ,  
one s n o u l d  n o t  o v e r l o o k  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  o v e r l a p p i n g  g i f t e c n e s s  and c o n ­
s i d e r  t h a t  ana  c h i l d  m ig h t  f i t  i n t o  a number  o f  c a t e g o r i e s  be i ng  s e r v e d  c u r i n g  
t h e  school  y e a r .
I t  s h o u l d  a l s o  be n o t e d  t h a t  t h i s  t y p e  o f  p r og ram can be a p a r t  o f  an 
o n - g o i n g  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  p ro g ra m as  we l l  as  an o p t i o n  i n  i t s e l f .
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MODIFIED, OPEN-ENDED CURRICULUM...
T h i s  programming o p t i o n  d e s c r i b e s  t h o s e  s i t u a t i o n s  when g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  
s t u d e n t s  a r e  p r o v i d e d  w i t h  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  i n v e s t i g a t e  a r e a s  o t h e r  t h an  
t h o s e  u s u a l l y  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  c u r r i c u l u m  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  g r a d e  l e v e l .
S t u d e n t s  i n  t h e  f o u r t h  g r a d e ,  f o r  e x am pl e ,  may be d i r e c t e d  t h r o u g h  a u n i t  
o f  s t u d y  on G e n e t i c s  o r  M a t h e ma t i c a l  L og i c .
The u n i t s  o f  s t u d y  a r e  p l a n n e d  o u t  by t h e  t e a c h e r  and p r e s e n t e d  f o r  t h e  
s t u d e n t s  as  a wh o le .  Wi th  a l l  g i f t e d / t a l e n t e d  s t u d e n t s  working t o g e t h e r  on a 
c e r t a i n  u n i t  o f  s t u d y ,  c a u t i o n  s h o u l d  be g i v e n  t o  group c h i l d r e n  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
by t h e i r  cwn p a r t i c u l a r  g i f t s .  Those  s t u c e n t s  g i f t e d  in c r e a t i v e  w r i t i n g  o r  
l a n g ua g e s  would n o t  o r o f i t  a g r e a t  d e a l  f rom an i n t e n s i v e  s tudy  in human a n a ­
tomy.  One e x c e p t i o n  to t h i s  r u l e  o f  thumb would  p o s s i b l y  be e l e m e n t a r y  age 
g i f t e d  s t u d e n t s  wno mi gh t  e n j o y  and need a wide  r ange  o f  o f - e r i n g s  in o r d e r  to 
b e t t e r  i d e n t i f y  t h e i r  own i n d i v i d u a l  g i f t s .
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APPENDIX B
Board of D irectors 
Oklahoma Association for the 
G ifted /T a len ted /C rea tiv e  Children 
I979-I980
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BOARD OF DIRECTORS 





B arbara Blake, D irector G ifted /T alen ted  Math Program , Moore High School, 
(405) 794-3748
F irst Vice P resident:
C harles Migliorino, D irector G ifted Program s, Ardmore, Oklahoma
Second Vice President:
Dr. E lizabeth Allison, School of Education, East C en tra l U niversity, Ada, 
Oklahoma
R ecording Secretary :
Dr. Kay Bull, Applied Behavioral Studies in Education, OSU, S tillw ater,
Oklahoma
Kay Williams, Moore, Oklahoma
T reasurer:
Tan Tipton, Shawnee, Oklahoma
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APPENDIX C
Oklahoma Leadership Training In s titu te  Team 
1974-1975
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OKLAHOMA LEADERSHIP TRAINING INSTITUTE TEAM 
1974-1975
L arry Huff, C oordinator, G ifted /T alen ted , S ta te  D epartm ent of Education
M adeline Davis, D irector of Special Services, Midwest C ity, Oklahoma
3udy Seefeld t, Regional C en te r, S tillw ater, Oklahoma
C arol Ladine, inform ation not available
Ann K err, P aren t R epresen ta tive , Norman, Oklahoma
M argaret Wiggins, Teacher o f G ifted , Skyline E lem entary, S tillw ater, Oklahoma 







[ B I L L  NO .  2 1 4  B Y ;  HOWELL a n d  CA IN  o f  t h e
SEN ATE
WILLIA.MS ( P e n n y ) ,  F R I E D ,  
H G 3 S 0 N ,  DEATHERAGE a n d  
TAYLOR o f  t h e  HOUSE
-AN .ACT RELA TING TO SCHOOLS; AMENDING S E C T IO N S  2 ,  3 
AND 4 .  CHAPTER 2 1 1 ,  O . S . L .  1 9 8 0  AND 7 0  O . S .  1 9 7 1 ,  
S E C T IO N  1 3 - 1 0 1 ,  AS LA S T  AMENDED 3 Y  S E C T I O N  1 ,  
C : :7 E TER 2 6 7 ,  O . S . L .  I 9 6 0  ( 7 0  O . S .  S U P P .  1 9 8 0 ,  
S EC TIO N S  1 0 1 0 . 3 0 1 ,  1 : 1 0 . 3 0 0 ,  1 0 1 0 . 3 0 3  AND 1 3 - 1 0 1 ) ,  
WHICH RELATE TO G IF TE D  AND TTEENTE D CHIL DREN; 
MOD IFYING CE RTA IN  D E F I N I T I O N S ;  P R O V ID IN G  FOR 
ADMENESTFA.TEON OF ?  FCGFAAIS ; P R O V I D I N G  FO R DATEES 
CF THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION; PR OVIDIN G 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION CF PROGRAMS; REOUTRENG CERTAIN 
R E P OR T S ;  P R O VIDIN G FOR COOPE RATIV E PROGRAMS; 
P R OVIDIN G S P E C I A L  S E R V I C E S  FOR C E R T A IN  EXCEPTIONA L 
CH IL D P E N ;  D I R E C T IN G  C O D I F I C A T I O N ;  P R O V ID IN G  AN 
E F F E C T I V E  DATE; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY:------------------
EE  I T  ENACTED BY THE PE OPLE OF THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA:
SEC TION 1 .  S e c t i o n  2 ,  C h a p t e r  2 1 1 ,  O . S . L .  1 9 3 0  ( 7 0  O . S .  S u p p .
1 9 2 0  , S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 1 ) ,  i s  a c i e . n c e d  t o  r e a d  a s  f o l l o w s : ________________
S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 1  A s  u s e d  i n  t h i s  a c t : ____________________________________
T' 1 .  " G i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d r e n "  m e a n s  t h o s e  c h i l d r e n  ;
I
T o  i d e n t i f i e d  a t  t h e  p r e s c h o o l ,  e l e m e n t a r y  a n d  s e c o n d a r y  l e v e l  a s  h a v i n g  i
d e m o n s t r a t e d  p o t e n t i a l  a b i l i t i e s  o f  h i g h  p e r f o r m a n c e  c a p a b i l i t y  a n d  |
n e e d i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  o r  a c c e l e r a t e d  e d u c a t i o n  o r  s e r v i c e s .  F o r  t h e  
.1 p u r p o s e  o f  t h i s  d e f i n i t i o n ,  " d e m o n s t r a t e d  a b i l i t i e s  o f  h i g h  |
= p e r f o r m a n c e  c a p a b i l i t y "  m e a n s  t h o s e  i d e n t i f i e d  s t u d e n t s  w h o  s c o r e  i n  j
t h e  t o p  t h r e e  p e r c e n t  ( 3 1 )  o n  a n y  n a t i o n a l  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t  o r  m ay
:  i n c l u d e  s t u d e n t s  w h o  e x c e l  i n  o n e  o r  m o r e  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  a r e a s : -------------- :
a .  I n t e l l e c t u a l  a b i l i t y , ______________________________________________ _________ _
b . C r e a t i v e  t h i n k i n g  a b i l i t y , -  
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c .  Leadership a b i l i t y .
V i s u a l  a n d  p e r i c r r . i r . c  a r c :  a b i l i t y ,  a n d .  
f p _ - c i i i c  a r : ^ _ . - . : c  . : l l i n y ; ____________________
A s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  i d e n t i f y  c h i l d r e n  i n  c a p a b i l i t y  a r e a s  b y  
r . e a n s  o f  a  r i u l t i c r i t e r i a  e v a l u a t i o n .  P r o v i d e d ,  w i t h  f i r s t  a n d  s e c c : . . !  
g r a d e  l e v e l  c h i l d r e n ,  a  l o c a l  e c h c c l  d i s t r i c t  r . a y  u t i l i z e  o t h : r  
e v a l u a t i o n  r . . e c h a n i o : r . s  s u c h  a s ,  b u t  n o t  l i n . i t c d  t o ,  t e a c h e r  r e f e r r a l ,  
i n  l i e u  o f  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t i n g  r a s s u r e s ; _________________________________________
i:
2 .  " G i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r c g r o T s "  r . e a n s  t h o s e  s p e c i a l  
' i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s ,  s u p p o r t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  u n i q u e  e d u c a t i o n a l  
. m a t e r i a l s ,  l e a r n i n g  s e t t i n g s  a n d  o t h e r  e d u c a t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s  w h i c h  
■ c i f f e r : n t i a t - a ,  s u n r l c - r . a n t  a n d  s u p p o r t  t h e  r e g u l a r  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r c g r c - " .
i n  r z c r i n g  t h e  n : : u s  c f  t h . e  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d ; ------------------------------------
" i e p a r t . - . e n t "  . r . e a n s  t . t e  S t a t e  l e p a r t . r e n t  o f  E d u c a t i o n ; -  
" I c a r d "  m e a n s  t h e  C ' ; l a h , - r a  S t . - . t . '  Z e a r d  o f  E d u c a t i o n ; __
5 .  " G r a d e  s t e p "  m e a n s  e i t h e r  t h e  g r a d e s  f i r s t  t h r o u g h  s i n t h ,  t h e  
g r a c e s  s e v e n t h  t h r o u g h  n i n t h ,  o r  t h e  g r a d e s  t e n t h  t h r o u g h  t w o  1 f t h  c r  
t h e  g r a d e  l e v e l s  f o r  w h i c h  a  s c h o o l  a s  a c c r e d i t e d ;  a n d ----------------------------------
6 .  " A c t "  m e a n s  S e c t i o n s  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 1  t h r o u g h  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 6  o f  t h i s  t i t l e  
a n d  S e c t i o n  4 o f  t h e  E n r o l l e d  S e n a t e  B i l l  Z o .  2 1 4  o f  t h e  1 s t  S e s s i o n  
o f  t h e  3 S t h  L e g i s l a t u r e .  ____ ________________________________________________________
S E C T I C : :  2 .  S e c t i o n  3 ,  C h a p t e r  2 1 1 ,  O . S . L .  1 9 8 0  ( 7 0  O . S .  S u p p .  
1 9 3 0  , S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0  . 3 0 2 }  , i s  a m e n d e d  t o  r e a d  a s  f o l l o w s ; --------------------------
S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3  02 T h e  D e p a r t m e n t  c f  E d u c a t i o n  s h a l l  a d m i n i s t e r  
t h i s  a c t  w i t h i n  t h e  s a m e  s e c t i o n  o f  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  w h i c h  a d m i n i s t e r s  
t h e  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  f o r  a l l  c h i l d r e n  o t h e r  t h a n  t h o s e  i d e n t i f i e d  
i n  S e c t i o n  1 3 - 1 0 1  o f  t h i s  t i t l e .  T h e  B o a r d  s h a l l  a d o p t  r u l e s  a n d  
r e g u l a t i o n s  n e c e s s a r y  t o  i m p l e m e n t  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h i s  a c t -------------------
S E C TIO N  3 .  S e c t i o n  4 ,  C h a p t e r  2 1 1 ,  O . S . L .  1 9 8 0  ( 7 0  O . S .  S u p p .
= 1 9 8 0 ,  S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 3 ) ,  i s  a m e n d e d  t o  r e a d  a s  f o l l o w s ; -
S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 3  I n  a d m i n i s t e r i n g  t h i s  a c t  t h e  D e p a r t m e n t  c f  
E d u c a t i o n  s h a l l  p r o v i d e ; ------------—-------------------------------------------------------------------------------
: e n r . s . b . n o . 2 1 4
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1 .  T h e  n e c e s s a r y  S t a t e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E d u c a t i o n  s t a f f  w i t h  a  
p r i m a r y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  d e v e l o p i n g  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  f o r  g i f t e d
Il 2 .  T h e  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  e d u c a t i o n a l  s c r e e n i n g ,  n e e d s  a n a l y s i s  a n d  
i  J p r e s c r i p t i v e  p r o g r a m m i n g  f o r  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d r e n  b y  R e g i o n a l  
' E d u c a t i o n  S e r v i c e  C e n t e r  p e r s o n n e l  a n d  o t h e r s  a p p r o v e d  b y  t h e
ar ' D e p a r t m e n t ;   -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3 .  I n - s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  f o r  s e l e c t e d  t e a c h e r s ,  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s ,
P  c o l l e g e  p e r s o n n e l ,  p a r e n t s  a n d  i n t e r e s t e d  l a y  p e r s o n s ; ________________________
4 .  A s s i s t a n c e  i n  t h e  d e v e l o o m e n t  o f  n e w  o r o g r a m s  a n d  t h e  
C |l p r o j e c t i o n  o r  p r o g r a m  a l t e r n a t i v e s  f o r  t h e  e v e n t u a l  p r o v i s i o n  o f  h i g h  
C  ' q u a l i t y  p r o g r a m s  f o r  a l l  i d e n t i f i e d  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d r e n ; _______
5 .  R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t o  t h e  S t a t e  B o a r d  o f  E d u c a t i o n  c o n c e r n i n g
0 .  - e c c m m - . e n c a t i o n s  r c r  c e g r e e  p r o g r a m s  a n a  s n o r t  c o u r s e  s e m i n a r s  
f o r  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t e a c h i n g  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d
c h i  i d r e n ; _____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
7 .  S e l e c t e d  p r o c e d u r a l  s a f e g u a r d s  f o r  a l l  p o t e n t i a l l y
i d e n t i f i a b l e  a n d  i d e n t i f i e d  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d r e n ;  a n d ____________
a .  A n y  o t h e r  p r o g r a m s ,  s e r v i c e s ,  s u p p l i e s  o r  f a c i l i t i e s  
n e c e s s a r y  t o  i m p l e m e n t  t h e  p r o v i s i o n s  o f  t h i s  a c t ______________________________
SE C T IO N  4 .  G i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  s h a l l  b e  
i m p l e m e n t e d  o v e r  a  t h r e e - y e a r  p e r i o d .  T h e  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  m a y
i m p l e m e n t  s u c h  p r o g r a m s  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s c h e d u l e : ______________
G r a d e  S t e p s  S c h o o l  Y e a r s
F i r s t  t h r o u g h  S i x t h  1 9 3 1 - 8 2
S e v e n t h  t h r o u g h  N i n t h  1 9 8 2 - 8 3
T e n t h  t h r o u g h  T w e l f t h  1 9 8 3 - 8 4
E a c h  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  h a v e  t h e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  i m p l e m e n t  e a c h  o f  
t h r e e  ( 3 )  g r a d e  s t e p s  i n  t h e  o r d e r  a s  d e t e r m i n e d  b y  t h e  l o c a l  b o a r d  
o f  e d u c a t i o n .  P r o v i d e d ,  t h a t ,  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  s u c h  p r o g r a m s  b y  
g r a d e  s t e p s  s h a l l  b e  d o n e  o n  a  c u m u l a t i v e  b a s i s  w i t h  a  m i n i m u m  o f  o n e
g r a d e  s t e p  p e r  y e a r ____________________________________________________________________________
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I P r o g r a r j a i n ç  a n d  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h a t  p r o g r a m m i n g  f o r  
 ̂ s t u d e n t s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  b e i n g  t a l e n t e d  s h a l l  b e  a t  t h e  d i s c r e t i o n  o f
t h e  I c c a l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t . ,
II
^  I B e g i n n i n g  w i t h  t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r  1 9 8 3 - 1 9 8 4 ,  i t  s h a l l  b e  t h e  d u t y  o f  
5  j |  e a c h  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  t o  p r o v i d e  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s  f o r
g  J a l l  i d e n t i f i e d  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n ,  a s  d e f i n e d  i n  S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 1  o f
<  I:
5  jj T i t l e  7 0  o f  t h e  O k l a h o m a  S t a t u t e s ,  w h o  r e s i d e  i n  t h a t  s c h o o l
<  ji d i s t r i c t .  T h i s  d u t y  m a y  b e  s a t i s f i e d  t> y ;
1 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  d i r e c t l y  p r o v i d i n g  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l
f t  p r o g r a m s  f o r  s u c h  c h i l d r e n ; , ______________________ _____________________________________
7  I
^  I 2 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  i n  a  c o o p e r a t i v e  p r o g r a m  w i t h  a n o t h e r  
^  ; d i s t r i c t  o r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  p r o v i d e  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s
^  ' f o r  s u c h  c h i l d r e n ; .  , . ------- - --------
3 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  i n  a  c o o p e r a t i v e  p r o g r a m
4 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  t r a n s f e r r i n g  i d e n t i f i e d  g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  
c h i l d r e n  t o  o t h e r  s c . h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  w h i c h  p r o v i d e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  
g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s ,  p r o v i d e d ,  n o  t r a n s f e r  s h a l l  b e  
' m a d e  w i t h o u t  t h e  c o n s e n t  o f  t h e  b o a r d  o f  e d u c a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e c e i v i n g  
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  i n  w h i c h  t h e  c h i l d  r e s i d e s  s h a l l  
p r o v i d e  t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  f o r  t h e  t r a n s f e r r e d  s t u d e n t  a n d  p a y  a n  a m o u n t  
o f  t u i t i o n  e q u a l  t o  t h e  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t s  o f  t h e  
p r o g r a m  t o  t h e  r e c e i v i n g  d i s t r i c t .  T r a n s f e r s  a u t h o r i z e d  b y  t h i s  
s e c t i o n  s h a l l  b e  m a d e  u n d e r  s u c h  r u l e s  a n d  r e g u l a t i o n s  a s  t h e  S t a t e  
B o a r d  o f  E d u c a t i o n  m a y  p r e s c r i b e ;  o r ______________________________________________ ___
5 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  l o c a t e d  w h o l l y  o r  i n  p a r t  i n  a  c o u n t y  
- . p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  a n y  p r o g r a m  e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  t h a t  c o u n t y  
s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s .  T h e  c o u n t y  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s  o f  
a n y  c o u n t y  m a y  e s t a b l i s h  a n d  m a i n t a i n  a  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m  w i t h  t h e  a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  B o a r d  a n d  c o u n t y  f u n d s  m a y  b e  
e x p e n d e d  f o r  t h a t  p u r p o s e .  A d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  h a v e  a u t h o r i t y  t o  
c o n t r i b u t e  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  f u n d s ,  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  b y  r e i m b u r s e m e n t
t o  t h e  c o u n t y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  p r o g r a m . , __________________________________ _____
: E N R .  S .  B .  MO, 2 1 4
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T h e  S t a t e  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  E d u c a t i o n  s h a l l ,  a f t e r  e a c h  s c h o o l  y e a r ,  
r e p o r t  t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  P r o  T e m p o r e  o f  t h e  S e n a t e  a n d  t h e  S p e a k e r  o f  
t h e  c f  R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  n u m b e r  c :  c h i l d r e n
I' i d e n t i f i e d  f o r  t h e  p r o g r a m s ,  n u m b e r  o f  c h i l d r e n  s e r v e d  b y  t h e  
p r o g r a m s ,  t y p e  o f  p r o g r a m s  p r o v i d e d ,  t y p e  o f  s c r e e n i n g  p r o c e d u r e s  
,j u t i l i z e d ,  c o s t  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m s  a n d  t h e  e s t i m a t e d  n u m b e r  o f
;; g i f t e d  a n d  t a l e n t e d  c h i l d r e n  u n s e r v e d  b y  t h e  p r o g r a m s ______________________
j| S E C T IO N  5 .  7 0  O . S .  1 9 7 1 ,  S e c t i o n  1 3 - 1 0 1 ,  a s  l a s t  a m e n d e d  b y  !
S e c t i o n  1 ,  C h a p t e r  2 6 7 ,  O . S . L .  1 9 8 0  ( 7 0  O . S .  S u p p .  1 9 8 0 ,  S e c t i o n  1 3 -
^■^ 10 1),  i s  a m e n d e d  t o  r e a d  a s  f o l l o w s : ___________________________________________________ |
ij S e c t i o n  1 3 - 1 0 1 .  T h e  s e v e r a l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  o f  O k l a h o m a  a r e  ;
1  h e r e b y  a u t h o r i z e d  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  s e r v i c e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  '
■ e x c e p t i o n a l  c h i l d r e n  a s  h e r e i n a f t e r  d e f i n e d .  Tw o o r  m o r e  s c h o o l  !
c r s t r r c t s  m a y  e s t a o i r s  
B o a r d  o f  E d u c a t i o n .
o p e r a t i v e  p r o g r a m s  o f  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  
much a r r a n g e m e n t  i s  a p p r o v e d  b y  t h e  S t a t e  
h e  c o u n t y  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s  c f  a n y  
c o u n t y  m a y  e s t a b l i s h  a n d  m a i n t a i n  a  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m ,  w i t h  
t h e  a p p r o v a l  o f  t h e  S t a t e  B o a r d  o f  E d u c a t i o n ,  a n d  c o u n t y  f u n d s  m a y  b e  
e x p e n d e d  f o r  s u c h  p u r p o s e .  A n y  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  o r  d i s t r i c t s  l o c a t e d  
w h o l l y  o r  i n  p a r t  i n  a  c o u n t y  m a y  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  a n y  s u c h  p r o g r a m  s o  
e s t a b l i s h e d  b y  t h e  c o u n t y  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s  a n d  s h a l l  h a v e  
a u t h o r i t y  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  f u n d s ,  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  b y  
r e i m b u r s e m e n t  t o  t h e  c o u n t y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  s u c h  p r o g r a m .  F u n d s  m a y  
b e  e x p e n d e d  f o r  s c h o o l  s e r v i c e s  f o r  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  p e r i o d  n o t  t o  
e x c e e d  f o r t y  ( 4 0 )  d a y s  d u r i n g  t h e  s u m m e r  m o n t h s  f o r  a p p r o v e d  p r o g r a m s  
f o r  q u a l i f i e d  c h i l d r e n ,  w h o  a r e  s e v e r e l y  o r  p r o f o u n d l y  m u l t i p l e -  
h a n d i c a p p e d ,  p r o v i d e d  t h e i r  i n d i v i d u a l i z e d  e d u c a t i o n  p r o g r a m  ( I . E . P . )  
s t a t e s  t h e  n e e d  f o r  a  c o n t i n u i n g  e d u c a t i o n a l  e x p e r i e n c e  t o  p r e v e n t  
, l o s s  o f  e d u c a t i o n a l  a c h i e v e m e n t  o r  b a s i c  l i f e  s k i l l s .  E x c e p t i o n a l  
c h i l d r e n  s h a l l  m e a n  e d u c a b l e  m e n t a l l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  c h i l d r e n ,  t r a i n a b l e  
m e n t a l l y  r e t a r d e d  c h i l d r e n ,  s p e e c h - d e f e c t i v e  c h i l d r e n ,  e m o t i o n a l l y  
d i s t u r b e d  o r  p e r c e p t u a l l y  h a n d i c a p p e d  c h i l d r e n ,  c h i l d r e n  w i t h  s p e c i a l  
h e a l t h  p r o b l e m s ,  c h i l d r e n  r e q u i r i n g  t h e  s e r v i c e s  o f  a  v i s i t i n g  
i iE N R .  S .  B .  NO. 2 1 4
124
j c o u n s e l o r , c h i l d r e n  w i t h  s p e c i f i c  l e a r n i n g  d i s a b i l i t i e s  a s  a  r e s u l t  
c :  n e u r o l o g i c a l  i n p a i r z e n t ,  n u l t i p l e - h a n d i c a p p e d  c h i l d r e n  a n d  o t h e r  
/ h a n d i c a p p e d  c h i l d r e n  o f  f o u r  ( 4 )  y e a r s  o i  a g e  a s  o f  t h e  f i r s t  d a y  c f
! S e p t e m b e r  o f  t h e  s c h o o l  y e a r :  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  t h e r e  s h a l l  b e  n o  s e t
t f  • • m i n i n u n  a g e  f o r  c h i l d r e n  w h o  a r e  b l i n d  a n d  p a r t i a l l y  b l i n d  c h i l d r e n ,  
Z  d e a f  a n d  h a r d - o f - h e a r i n g  c h i l d r e n  a n d  l o w  i n c i d e n c e  s e v e r e l y
<  I m u l t i p l e - h a n d i c a p p e d  c h i l d r e n ,  i . e . ,  d e a f - b l i n d ,  r e t a r d e d - c e r e b r a l  
' p a l s i e d ,  a u t i s t i c  a n d  o t h e r  c h i l d r e n  f a i l i n g  t o  t h r i v e  f r o m  b i r t h ;
5  f u r t h e r  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  a n y  c h i l d r e n  s e r v e d  s h a l l  b e  b o n a  f i d e
~  . r e s i d e n t s  o f  t h i s  s t a t e ,  w h o s e  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  s u c h  t h a t  i t  i s
} i m p r a c t i c a l  o r  i m p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e m  t o  b e n e f i t  f r o m  o r  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  
3  ' t h e  r e g u l a r  c l a s s r o o m  p r o g r a m  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  s c h o o l s  i n  t h e  d i s t r i c t
^  I. i n  w h i c h  t h e y  r e s i d e  a n d  w h o s e  e d u c a t i o n  r e q u i r e s  a  m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f
^  z h e  c l a s s r o o m  p r o g r a m .  P r o v i d e d ,  z h a z  t h e  a t z a r . d a r . e e  o f  s a i d
r  a v e r a g e  d a i l y  a t t e n d a n c e  c c n c a z a z i c . t s  f o r  S t a t e  A i d  z u r z o s e s _____________
I t  s h a l l  b e  t h e  d u t y  o f  e a c h  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  
e d u c a t i o n  f o r  a l l  e x c e p t i o n a l  c h i l d r e n  a s  h e r e i n  d e f i n e d  w h o  r e s i d e  
i n  t h a t  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t .  T h i s  d u t y  m a y  b e  s a t i s f i e d  b y : _________________
1 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  d i r e c t l y  p r o v i d i n g  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  s u c h  
c h i l d r e n  ____________     j
2 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  i n  a  c o o p e r a t i v e  p r o g r a m  w i t h  a n o t h e r  
d i s t r i c t  o r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  s u c h  c h i l d r e n : ___!
3 .  T h e  d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  i n  a  c o o p e r a t i v e  p r o g r a m  w i t h  a  p r i v a t e  
c "  o r  p u b l i c  i n s t i t u t i o n  w i t h i n  s u c h  d i s t r i c t  t o  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l
O j  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  c h i l d r e n  w h o  a r e  d e a f  o r  h a r d - o f - h e a r i n g ,  o r  f o r  !
c h i l d r e n  w h o  a r e  b l i n d  o r  p a r t i a l l y  b l i n d ;  o r ______________________________________
I
4 .  T r a n s f e r r i n g  c e r t i f i e d  e x c e p t i o n a l  c h i l d r e n  t o  o t h e r  s c h o o l  
^  d i s t r i c t s  w h i c h  a c c e p t  t h e m  a n d  p r o v i d e  s p e c i a l  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  s u c h
= c h i l d r e n ,  w i t h  t h e  d i s t r i c t  i n  w h i c h  t h e  c h i l d  r e s i d e s  p a y i n g  t u i t i o n
t  t h e r e f o r  a s  h e r e i n a f t e r  p r o v i d e d _______ ___________________________________ _ ___________
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S E C T IO N  6 .  S e c t i o n  4 o f  t h i s  a c t  s h a l l  b e  c o d i f i e d  i n  t h e
O k l a h o m a  S t a t u t e s  a s  S e c t i o n  1 2 1 0 . 3 0 7  o f  T i t l e  7 0 ,  u n l e s s  t h e r e  i s
c r e a t e d  a  d u p l i c a t i o n  i n  n u m b e r i n g ________________________________________________
S E C T IO N  7 .  T h i s  a c t  s h a l l  b e c o m e  e f f e c t i v e  J u l y  1 ,  1 9 8 1 .  _
Z  S E C T IO N  8 .  I t  b e i n g  i m m e d i a t e l y  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  p r e s e r v a t i o n
2  J o f  t h e  p u b l i c  p e a c e ,  h e a l t h  a n d  s a f e t y ,  a n  e m e r g e n c y  i s  h e r e b y  
^  il d e c l a r e d  t o  e x i s t ,  b y  r e a s o n  w h e r e o f  t h i s  a c t  s h a l l  t a k e  e f f e c t  a n d
b e  i n  f u l l  f o r c e  f r o m  a n d  a f t e r  i t s  p a s s a g e  a n d  a p p r o v a l .
^  " P a s s e d  t h e  S e n a t e  t h e  2 8 t h  d a y  o f  M a y ,  1 9 8 1 ______________________ _ _______
O I  t n e  S e n a t e
 ̂ d.-!t n e J J c
o r  t n e  . - l O use  o r  
R e p r e s e n t a t i v e s
, ENR.  S .  3 .  NO. 2 1 4
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APPENDIX E
An Analysis of D ifferences Between 
HB 1816 and SB 2iif
AN ANALYSIS OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN 






gifted  and 
ta len ted
Identifi­

















Same as handicapped 
four years old to  tw en ty - 
one
Requiring d ifferen tia ted  
educations
No m ethod of iden tifica tion  
se t, excep t for dem onstra­
ted  ability  in one of the 
following areas:
a) In tellectual ability
b) C reative thinking ability
c) Leadership ability
d) Visual and performing 
arts  ability
e) Specific aptitude ability
School year 1981-82 for all 
g ifted  and ta len ted  students
M andatory for g ifted  and 
ta len ted .
None called for
Must evalua te  ail existing  
program s in the s ta te .
Included in.
Same as those for handicapped 
children.
SB 214
G rades one through tw elve
Adds the choice o f "accelerated  
education"
Must have a score in the top 
th ree  percen t on a  national 
standardized te s t,
OR MAY HAVE 
excellence in one of the five 
ca tegories; how ever, specific 
ap titude  ability is changed 
to read: specific academic 
ability
Thus the ta lented  categories 
are made perm issive.
Must use a m u lti-c rite ria  evalua­
tion , and te s ts  are  not required 
for f irs t and second graders.
G ifted students over the next 
th ree  years. Talented is per­
missive.
Made perm issive for ta len ted .
The S ta te  D ept, of Education must 
report to  the  L egislature the types 
of program s o ffered , the  number of 
children served and unserved, and 
the costs incurred.
The S tate  D ept, of Education is 
relieved of the  duty of evaluating 
all existing program s.
Separately from.
To be established by the  S tate 
Board of Education. Shall not 




Rules and R egulations For G ifted  and Talented 
Senate Bill 214
129
S e n a t e  s i l l  21 -  
Rl'LïS AND RRCL'UTIONS FOR GIFTED AND TALENTED PROGRAM
R e g u l a t i o n .  1
■'Gif ted  c h i l d r e n "  means  c h o s e  b o y s  and g i r l s  i d e n t i f i e d  in  g r a d e s  1 th r ou gh  12 a s  
h a v i n g  d e m o n s t r a t e d  p o t e n t i a l  a b i l i t i e s  o f  h i g h  p e r f o r m a n c e  c a p a b i l i t y  and n e e d i n g  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  o r  a c c e l e r a t e d  e d u c a t i o n  o r  s e r v i c e s .
Im p le m e n t a t i o n  o f  programming f o r  s t u d e n t s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  b e i n g  " t a l e n t e d "  s h a l l  be  
a t  t h e  c i s » . r e t i o n  o f  t h e  l o c a l  s c h o o l .
Local  d i s t r i c t s  s h a l l  s e l e c t  n a t i o n a l l v  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t s  t o  be  us ed a s  a pa rt  
o:  t h e i r  m u l t i c r i t e r l a  e v a l u a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s .  The l o c a l  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  d e t e r m i n e  
- h i c h  t o s c ( s )  w i l l  be  us e d  and w h i c h  c a t e g o r i e s  s h a l l  be  t e s t e d .  However ,  when  
n a t i o n a l l y  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t s  a r e  s e l e c t e d  and u s e d  in  any o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  c a t e g o r i e s ,  
t h o s e  r t u d e n t s  s c o r i n g  in  t h e  t op  31 s n a i l  be  s e r v e d  p r o v i c e c  t n e y  meet  the  s t a n o a r s s
i p e c ' . f i c  ac a c e m :c  a b i l i t y
P la ce m en t  in  a g i f t e d  pr ogram s h a l l  be  by means  o f  a m u l t i c r i t e r i a  e v a l u a t i o n .  T his  
e v a l u a t i o n  may i n c l u d e :
a .  R e f e r r a l s :  P r o f e s s i o n a l ,  p a r e n t ,  p e e r  o r  s e l f  r e f e r r a l s
b .  M easu res  o f  a b i l i t y :  A n a t i o n a l  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t
c .  P e r f o r m a n c e ;  S t a n d a r d i z e d  a c h i e v e m e n t  t e s t  i n s t r u m e n t s ,  
o t h e r  p e r f o r m a n c e  a s  a p p l i c a b l e  to  t h e  program
d.  I n t e r e s t  In a n d / o r  Commitment  t o  t h e  Program: I n t e r e s t  
i n v e n t o r i e s ,  e v i d e n c e  o f  i n t e r e s t  o u t s i d e  s c h o o l  t i m e ,  
d e m o n s t r a t e d  t a s k  com.mitment .
R e g u l a t i o n  3
I t  s h a l l  be  t h e  du ty  o f  t h e  l o c a l  s c h o o l s  t o  s c r e e n  f o r  g i f t e d  s t u d e n t s  and co nd uc t  
a n e e d s  a n a l y s i s  f o r  g i f t e d  p r o g r a m s.  A l l  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  "gr ad e  s t e p "  i n  w h i c h  the  
s c h o o l  i s  i m p le m e n t in g  th e  program s h a l l  be  s c r e e n e d  and i f  a p p r o p r i a t e ,  e v a l u a t e d .  Vhen 
t h e  l o c a l  s c h o o l s  s e r v e  f i r s t  g r a v e  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n ,  t h e  R e g i o n a l  E d u c a t io n  S e r v i c e  C e n t e r s  
s h a l l  c o o p e r a t e  w i t h  and a s s i s t  l o c a l  s c h o o l s  i n  s c r e e n i n g  a l l  f i r s t  gr a de  s t u d e n t s  each  
y e a r  t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e s e  b e y s  and g i r l s  who a r e  g i f t e d .
Recvj lJCion 6
A l o c a l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  may u s e  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t i n g  f o r  f i r s t  a n d  s e c o n d  g r a d e  
s t u d e n t s ;  h o w e v e r ,  o t h e r  e v a l u a t i o n  m e c h a n i s m s  . s u c h  a s  t e a c h e r  r e f e r r a l s  may b e  u s e d  
i n  l i e u  o f  s t a n d a r d i z e d  t e s t i n g  m e a s u r e s  f o r  t h e s e  g r a d e  l e v e l s .
R e g u l a t i o n  7
Th e  f i n a l  d e c i s i o n  c o n c e r n i n g  w h o  i s  p l a c e d  i n  a n  a p p r o v e d  g i f t e d  p r o g r a m  s h a l l  
b e  made  b y  t h e  l o c a l  s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t .
R e g u l a t i o n  8
" G i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s "  m e a n s  t h o s e  s p e c i a l  i n s t r u c t i o n a l  p r o g r a m s ,  
s u p p o r t i v e  s e r v i c e s ,  u n i q u e  e d u c a t i o n a l  m a t e r i a l s ,  l e a r n i n g  s e t t i n g s  a n d  o t h e r  e d u c a ­
t i o n a l  s e r v i c e s  w h i c h  d i f f e r e n t i a t e ,  s u p p l e m e n t  a n d  s u p p o r t  t h e  r e g u l a r  e d u c a t i o n a l  
p r o g r a m  i n  m e e t i n g  t h e  n e e d s  o f  Che g i f t e d  c h i l d .
R e g u l a t i o n  9
G i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n  pr og r am s s h a l l  b e  im pl e m e nt e d o v e r  a t h r e e - y e a r  p e r i o d .  
S c h o o l s  s h a l l  s e l e c t  o n e  " ^ r a d e  s t e p ” p e r  y e a r .  "Grade  s t e p "  means  (1 )  t h e  g r a c e s  
f i r s t  thr o ug h s i x t h ;  ( 2 )  t h e  g r a d e s  s e v e n t h  t h r o u gh  n i n t h ;  o r  ( 3 )  t h e  g r a d e s  t e n t h  
t h r o u g h  t w e l f t h ;  or  t h e  g r a d e  l e v e l s  f o r  w h i c h  a s c h o o l  i s  a c c r e d i t e d .  Each l o c a l  
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  h a v e  t h e  a u t h o r : : y  t o  im p le m e nt  e ac h o f  t h r e e  g r a d e  s t c o s  in  
th e  o r d e r  a s  d e t e r m i n e d  by  t h e  l o c a l  b o a r d o f  e d u c a t i o n .  I m p l e m e n t a t io n  o f  s u c h  p r o­
g r a m s  by  g r a d e  
l a t i v c  b a s i S  w
19 6 1- 3 2 e a r  a n a  c o n t i n u e
S c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  s h a l l  p r o v i d e  d i f f e r e n t i a t c d  e d u c a t i o n  f o r  a l l  i d e n t i f i e d  g i r t e d  
s t u d e n t s .  O pt io n s  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  e d u c a t i o n  i n c l u d e :
Enr ic h m en t  o f  c o n t e n t  
A c c e l e r a t i o n  o f  c o n c e n t  
I n d i v i d u a l i z a t i o n  o f  i n s t r u c t i o n  
A m o d i f i e d ,  o p e n  e nd e d c u r r i c u l u m  
S p e c i f i c  g o a l  -  d i r e c t e d  program  
Guidan ce  
Guided r e s e a r c h  
M e n t o r s h i p s
Ot h e r s  o r  any c o m b i n a t i o n  o f  t h e  a b o ve
S e l e c t e d  p r o c e d u r a l  s a f e g u a r d s  t o  i n s u r e  due  p r o c e s s  r i g h t s  f o r  a l l  p o t e n t i a l l y  
i d e n t i f i a b l e  and i d e n t i f i e d  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  s h a l l  be  p r o v i d e d .  T he se  s e l e c t e d  p r o c e ­
d u r a l  s a f e g u a r d s  s h a l l  i n c l u d e :
h’r i t t e n  p a r e n t a l  c o n s e n t  f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  e v a l u a t i o n  
A l l  r e l e v a n t  r e c o r d s  s h a l l  b e  k e p t  c o n f i d e n t i a l .  
P r o c e d u r e s  s h a l l  be  e s t a b l i s h e d  by t h e  l o c a l  s c h o o l s  
whereby p a r e n t s  may r e q u e s t  an a d d i t i o n a l  e v a l u a t i o n  
o f  t n e i r  c h i l d  s h o u l d  t h e y  d e s i r e  to  do s o .
R é s i l i a t i o n  12
A t e a c h e r  s h a l l  h o l d  a v a l i d  Oklahoma t e a c h i n g  c e r t i f i c a t e  a p p r o p r i a t e  t o  th e  
g r a d e  l e v e l ( s )  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h e  prog ra m.  S c h o o l  d i s t r i c t s  a r e  e n c o u r a g e d  t o  s e l e c t  
t h o s e  t e a c h e r s  who d e s i r e  t o  t e a c h  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n .
R e g u l a t i o n
A l l  t e a c h e r s  t e a c h i n g  i n  a g i f t e d  program s h a l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  i n s e r v i c e  t r a i n i n g  
o r  c o l l e g e  t r a i n i n g  d e s i g n e d  t o  t r a i n  t e a c h i n g  p e r s o n n e l  f o r  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n .
R e g u l a t i o n  U
A d i s t r i c t  may s e r v e  g i f t e d  c h i l d r e n  i n  o n e  o f  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  ways:
j .  The d i s t r i c t  d i r e c t l y  p r o v i d i n g  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  
pr ograms f o r  su c h  c h i l d r e n ;
b .  The d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  i n  a c o o p e r a t i v e  program w i t h  a n o t h e r  
d i s t r i c t  o r  d i s t r i c t s  t o  p r o v i d e  g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l
The d i s t r i c t  j o i n i n g  in  a c o o p e r a t i v e  program w i t h  a p r i v a t e
e d u c a t i o n a l  pr o g r a m s ,  p r o v i d e d ,  no t r a n s f e r  s h a l l  be  made 
w i t h o u t  t h e  c o n s e n t  o f  t h e  bo ar d o f  e d u c a t i o n  o f  t h e  r e c e i v i n g  
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t .  The d i s t r i c t  i n  w h i c h  t h e  c h i l d  r e s i d e s  s h a l l  
s f e r r e d  s t u d e n t  and pay an 
he  p r o p o r t i o n  o f  t h e  o p e r a t i n g  c o s t samount  o f  t u i t i o n  e q u a l  t o
t h e  progr am  t o  the  r e c e i v i n g  d i s t r i c t .
e .  The d i s t r i c t  l o c a t e d  w h o l l y  o r  i n  p a r t  i n  a c o u n t y ,  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  
in  any program e s t a b l i s h e d  by  t h a t  c o u n t y  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s .  
The c o u n t y  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  o f  s c h o o l s  o f  any c o u n t y  may e s t a b l i s h  
and m a i n t a i n  a g i f t e d  c h i l d  e d u c a t i o n a l  program w i t h  t h e  a p p r o v a l  
of  t h e  S t a t e  Board o f  E d u c a t io n  and c o u n t y  f un ds  may be  ex pe nd ed  
f o r  t h e  p u r p o s e .  A d i s t r i c t  s h a l l  h a v e  a u t h o r i t y  to  c o n t r i b u t e  
s c h o o l  d i s t r i c t  f u n d s ,  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  by  r e im bu r se m e nt  t o  t h e  
c o u n t y  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  i n  t h e  progr am .
R e g u l a t i o n  15
G i f t e d  pr ograms s h a l l  be  r e v i e w e d  by t h e  A c c r e d i t a t i o n  S e c t i o n  o f  t h e  S t a t e  
D ep ar tm en t  o f  E d u c a t io n ;  h o w e v e r ,  s c h o o l s  s h a l l  c o o r d i n a t e  a l l  n e e d s  f o r  t e c h n i c a l  
a s s i s t a n c e  in  im p l e m e n r tn g  g i f t e d  p r ogr am s w i t h  t h e  G i f t e d / T a l e n t e d  S e c t i o n  o f  th e  
S t a t e  Depa rtm ent  o f  E d u c a t i o n .
APPENDIX G
G ifted /T alen ted  Task Force 
April 26, 1976 - August 26, 1976
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GIFTED/TALENTED TASK FORCE 
APRIL 26, 1976 -  AUGUST 26, 1976
The following goal and ob jectives w ere projected by the Task Force:
Goal 1: Assist the S tate  D epartm ent of Education in developing the best
G ifted and Talented program  possible.
O bjective 1: Study the  educational needs of the G ifted and Talented 
students.
2: Identify and seek solutions to  G ifted and Talented educa­
tional problem s, fa c ilita te  G ifted and Talented educational 
program developm ent and p ro ject program  a lte rna tives in 
m eeting th e  needs of the  G ifted and Talented students.
3: Advise Dr. Fisher, the  S tate  Board of Education and others in 







B etty  McGovern 
Johnnye Morton
GIFTED AND TALENTED TASK FORCE*
ADDRESS
Regional Education Service C enter 
1401 Bessie St., Jefferson  School 
Lawton, OK 73501
Regional Education Service C enter 
1540 Davis 
Alva, OK 73717
S tate  D epartm ent of Education 
Curriculum  Section 
2500 N. Lincoln Blvd.
Oklahoma C ity, OK 73105
Route 2 
Prague, OK
Southeastern S ta te  University 
D urant, OK 74701
















Je rry  R ippetoe
Gail Scott
M. C. Webber 
John W ernersbach
F elec ia  Whorton 
M argaret Wiggins
ADDRESS TITLE
Sallisaw Public Schools Superintendent
Sallisaw, OK 749)5 of Schools
Regional Education Service C en te r Psychom etrist
P. O. Box 755
10th (5c C en te r S tree ts
Grove, OK 74344
Oklahoma C ity Public Schools D irector of
900 N orth Klein Curriculum
Oklahoma C ity , OK 73106
G overnor's O ffice Educational
S tate  C ap ito l Building Liaison
O klahoma C ity , OK 73105
Southw estern S ta te  University Professor
W eatherford, OK 73096
R. D ougherty Elem entary School Principal
19 North Boulevard 
Edmond, OK 73034
W hittier Middle School Teacher
Norman, OK 73069
Skyline E lem entary  School Teacher of the
S tillw ater Public Schools Academically
S tillw ater, OK 74074 Gifted
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